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Chapter  5 
Public  and  Other  Agency  Involvement 


Introduction 


This  chapter  is  divided  into  3  sections.  The 
first  section  provides  an  overview  of  public 
participation  in  the  planning  process.  Section 
2  describes  public  review  and  distribution  of 
the  final  RMP/EIS.  The  last  section  consists  of 
public  comments  on  the  draft  RMP/EIS  and 
corresponding  Bureau  responses. 


Overview  of  the  Process 

Early  Scoping 

The  Council  on  Environmental  Quality 
regulations  (40  CFR  1501.7)  and  BLM's 
planning  regulations  (43  CFR  1610.4-1)  require 
early  identification  of  issues.  To  initiate  the 
planning  process,  we  consulted  with  federal, 
state,  county  and  city  agencies  as  well  as 
numerous  private  organizations  and 
individuals.  Key  issues  to  be  addressed  in  the 
RMP/EIS  were  identified  following  these 
consultations.  A  Notice  of  Intent  (NOI)  to 
prepare  the  Bishop  RMP  was  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  on  June  27,  1 988  (page 
24,153)  and  identified  six  preliminary  issues  to 
be  analyzed  in  the  EIS.  The  NOI  also  stated 
there  would  be  extensive  public  involvement 
during  plan  development. 

Public  Scoping  Meetings 

Public  meetings  were  held  in  Lone  Pine, 
Bridgeport,  Walker,  Bishop  and  Independence, 
CA  in  July  of  1 988  to  identify  public  concerns. 
Notification  was  sent  to  about  650  individuals. 
Announcements  were  also  made  in  the  local 
media. 

Ninety-four  people  attended  the  public  scoping 
meetings.  The  results  were  summarized  and 
sent  to  all  who  attended  and  to  those  on  the 


RMP  mailing  list.  The  preliminary  issues 
identified  in  the  Notice  of  Intent  were  generally 
confirmed  at  the  meetings.  Some  new 
concerns  were  also  identified. 

Development  of  Planning  Criteria 

Planning  criteria  are  the  framework  of  laws, 
regulations,  and  policies  within  which  a  plan 
must  be  developed.  A  Notice  of  Availability  of 
proposed  planning  criteria  for  the 
Bishop  RMP  was  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  in  September  1 988.   Planning 
guidelines  based  on  public  and  internal 
comments  were  prepared  and  distributed  in 
April  and  June  of  1 989. 

Pre-DEIS  Public  Workshops 

After  a  range  of  management  alternatives  were 
developed,  public  workshops  were  held  in 
Bridgeport,  Mammoth  Lakes,  Benton,  Bishop 
and  Independence,  CA  in  April  1 990  to  obtain 
further  public  input  before  publication  of  the 
draft  RMP/EIS.  A  letter  announcing  the 
workshops  and  a  summary  of  the  alternatives 
were  sent  to  those  on  the  RMP  mailing  list. 
There  were  several  announcements  in  the 
media  and  key  contacts  were  personally 
notified.   Many  received  detailed  advanced 
briefings.  An  average  of  75  people  attended 
each  workshop  and  much  valuable  input  was 
received.  Several  individuals  were  pleased  to 
have  the  opportunity  to  provide  input  before 
the  draft  RMP  was  published. 

Post-DEIS  Public  Review 

The  public  review  period  for  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
was  from  October  1 9,  1 990,  to  January  1 7, 
1991.  To  facilitate  review  and  receive 
comments,  public  meetings  were  held  in 
Independence,  Bishop,  Bridgeport  and  Benton 
in  late  November  and  early  December.  A  total 
of  1 60  people  attended  the  meetings.  About 
two  weeks  after  the  meetings,  a  letter  which 
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summarized  the  comments  and  responded  to 
the  concerns  was  sent  to  individuals  on  the 
RMP  mailing  list.   Over  600  comment  letters 
were  also  received  during  the  90  day  public 
review  period.    Substantive  oral  and  written 
comments  were  made  on  livestock  grazing, 
mining,  off-highway  vehicles,  transmission  line 
corridors,  acquisitions  and  disposals, 
watershed  withdrawals,  and  many  other  topics. 


Public  Review  and 
Distribution  of  this 
Final  RMP/E1S 

The  planning  process  includes  an  opportunity 
for  individuals  to  protest  any  part  of  the  final 
RMP  believed  to  be  in  error.  Only  those 
persons  or  organizations  who  participated  in 
our  planning  process  may  protest.  A 
protesting  party  may  raise  only  those  issues 
which  were  submitted  for  the  record  during  the 
planning  process.   Protest  criteria  and 
procedures  are  described  in  the  State 
Director's  letter  at  the  beginning  of  this 
document. 

This  document  is  being  distributed  to 
approximately  650  addresses  including  the 
following  agencies,  organizations,  political 
entities,  and  libraries.  Copies  of  the  complete 
mailing  list  are  on  file  at  the  Bishop  Resource 
Area  office. 

CONGRESSIONAL  REPRESENTATIVES 

Senator  Alan  Cranston 
Senator  John  Seymour 

Representative  Richard  Lehman,  District  1 8 
Representative  William  Thomas,  District  20 

STATE  SENATORS 

John  Garamendi,  5th  District 
Bill  Leonard,  25th  District 


STATE  ASSEMBLYMEN 

David  Knowles,  District  7 

Norman  S.  Waters,  District  7  (Former) 

Phillip  D.  Wyman,  District  34 

FEDERAL  AGENCIES 

Air  Force 

Washington,  D.C.  and  Edwards  AFB,  CA 

Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
San  Francisco,  CA 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Washington,  D.C,  Riverside,  CA 
and  Carson  City,  NV 

Bureau  of  Mines 

Washington  D.C.  and  Spokane,  WA 

Bureau  of  Reclamation 
Denver,  CO 

Department  of  Energy 
Washington,  D.C. 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Washington,  D.C.  and 
San  Francisco,  CA 

Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission 
Washington,  D.C. 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
Washington,  D.C. 

Forest  Service 

Washington,  D.C,  Bridgeport,  Bishop, 

Mammoth  Lakes  and  Lone  Pine,  CA 

Minerals  Management  Service 
Washington,  D.C. 

National  Park  Service 

Washington,  D.C.  and  Death  Valley,  CA 

Soil  Conservation  Service 
Bishop,  CA  and  Minden,  NV 

U.S.  Geological  Survey 
Reston,  Virginia 
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STATE  AGENCIES 

California  Dept.  of  Agriculture 
Sacramento,  CA 

California  Dept.  of  Fish  and  Game 
Bishop,  Coleville  and  Long  Beach,  CA 

California  Dept.  of  Forestry 
and  Fire  Protection 
Bishop,  CA 

California  Dept.  of  Parks  and  Recreation 
Sacramento,  CA 

California  Dept.  of  Transportation 
Bishop,  CA 

California  Division  of  Oil  and  Gas 
Sacramento,  CA 

California  Highway  Patrol 
Bishop,  CA 

California  Regional  Water  Quality 

Control  Board 

Sacramento  and  South  Lake  Tahoe,  CA 

California  Resources  Agency 
Sacramento,  CA 

California  State  Historic  Preservation  Office 
Sacramento,  CA 

Mono  Lake  State  Reserve 
Lee  Vining,  CA 

COUNTY  AND  LOCAL  OFFICIALS 

Inyo  County  Board  of  Supervisors 
Independence,  CA 

City  of  Bishop,  City  Hall 
Bishop,  CA 

Mono  County  Board  of  Supervisors 
Bridgeport,  CA 

COUNTY  AND  LOCAL  AGENCIES 

Bridgeport  Public  Utilities  District 
Bridgeport,  CA 


Chamber  of  Commerce 
Bishop  and  Bridgeport,  CA 

City  of  Bishop  Planning  Commission 
Bishop,  CA 

Inyo  County  Administrator 
Independence,  CA 

Inyo  County  Planning  Department 
Independence,  CA 

Inyo  County  Planning  Commission 
Independence,  CA 

Inyo  County  Mining  and  Natural 
Resources  Committee 
Bishop,  CA 

Inyo  County  Water  Department 
Bishop,  CA 

Long  Valley  Fire  Department 
Crowley  Lake,  CA 

Los  Angeles  Dept.  of  Water  and  Power 
Bishop  and  Los  Angeles,  CA 

Mineral  County  Commissioner 
Hawthorne,  NV 

Mineral  County  Game  Board 
Hawthorne,  NV 

Mono  County 

Energy  Management  Department 

Mammoth  Lakes,  CA 

Mono  County  Planning  Department 
Bridgeport,  CA 

Mono  County  Resource 
Conservation  District 
Minden,  NV 

Mono  Wildlife  Council 
Coleville,  CA 

Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife 
Fallon,  NV 
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Town  of  Mammoth  Planning  Department 
Mammoth  Lakes,  CA 

INDIAN  ORGANIZATIONS 

Big  Pine  Band  of  Paiute/Shoshone  Indians 

Bishop  Indian  Tribal  Council 

Bridgeport  Paiute  Tribe 

Fort  Independence  Tribal  Office 

Lone  Pine  Band  of 
Paiute/Shoshone  Indians 

Native  American  Heritage  Commission 
Sacramento,  CA 

Owens  Valley  Band  of 
Paiute/Shoshone  Indians 

Benton  Utu  Utu  Gwaitu  Paiute  Tribe 

OTHER  ORGANIZATIONS 

American  Motorcyclist  Association 
Westerville,  OH 

American  Rivers 
Washington,  D.C. 

Backcountry  Horsemen 
Bishop,  CA 

Bishop  Fly  Rodders 
Bishop,  CA 

Bishop  Resource  Area 
Range  Permittees 

Bodie  Bogies  Snowmobile  Club 
Bridgeport,  CA 

Bridgeport  Gun  Club 
Bridgeport,  CA 

California  Association  of  4WD  Clubs 
Riverside,  CA 

California  Farm  Bureau  Federation 
Sacramento,  CA 


California  Mining  Association 
Sacramento,  CA 

California  Native  Plant  Society 
Independence  and  Lone  Pine,  CA 

California  Wilderness  Coalition 
Davis,  CA 

Cal-Nevada  Snowmobile  Association 
Rancho  Cordova,  CA 

Cal-Trout 

Mammoth  Lakes  and  San  Francisco,  CA 

Concerned  Citizens  of  Owens  Valley 
Big  Pine,  CA 

California  Off  Road  Vehicle  Association 
Huntington  Beach,  CA 

Defenders  of  Wildlife 
Sacramento,  CA 

Desert  Survivors 
Concord,  CA 

Eastern  Sierra  Audubon  Society 
Bishop,  CA 

Great  Basin  Unified  Air  Pollution 
Control  District 
Bishop,  CA 

High  Desert  Multiple  Use  Coalition 
Ridgecrest,  CA 

High  Sierra  Riders 
Bishop,  CA 

International  Mountain 
Bicycling  Association 
Bishop,  CA 

Mono  Lake  Committee 
Lee  Vining,  CA 

Natural  Resources  Defense  Council 
San  Francisco,  CA 
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Sierra  Club 

Lone  Pine,  San  Francisco 

and  Santa  Rosa,  CA 

SO-CAL  OffRoad  Club 
Burbank,  CA 

Sierra  Nevada  Aquatic 
Research  Laboratory 
Mammoth  Lakes,  CA 

Trust  For  Public  Land 
San  Francisco,  CA 

LIBRARIES 

Inyo  County  Library 

Big  Pine,  Bishop,  Independence, 

and  Lone  Pine  Branches 

Mono  County  Library 
Bridgeport,  Lee  Vining,  Mammoth, 
Benton  and  Coleville  Branches 


Public  Comment  on 

the  Draft  RMP/EIS 

Comment  Summary 

A  total  of  639  written  comments  on  the  draft 
Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  were 
submitted  by  individuals,  groups  and  agencies 
during  the  public  review  period.  This  includes 
comments  submitted  at  the  post-DEIS  public 
meetings. 

In  general,  most  comments  encouraged  more 
environmental  sensitivity  toward  management 
of  the  area's  resources.  They  focused  on 
increased  protection  of  wildlife  and  fisheries 
habitats,  wilderness  values,  and  visual  and 
cultural  resources;   minimal  development  of 
recreation  facilities;  and  stronger  control  over 
consumptive  uses.  Some  comments 
supported  less  environmental  protection  and 
the  continuation  of  present  management. 
Their  primary  concern  was  to  maintain  broad 
use  and  development  opportunities  as  well  as 
have  resource  management  options  available 


at  the  activity  plan  level.   Few  comments 
supported  the  custodial  management 
alternative. 

General  Responses 

Many  comments  concerned  nine  major  topics 
which  are  addressed  below.  These  general 
responses  answer  specific  comments  from 
numerous  letters  in  a  summary  format.  They 
are  designed  to  provide  a  comprehensive 
overview  of  each  topic. 

The  Bodie  Bowl:  Historic  Values,  Mining  and 
ACEC  Designation 

One  of  the  primary  management  goals  within 
the  Bodie  Hills  Management  Area  is  the 
preservation  and  protection  of  cultural 
resources  within  the  Bodie  Bowl.  Several  RMP 
decisions  have  been  rewritten  to  more  clearly 
reflect  BLM's  goal  and  intent  to  protect  these 
resources.  These  decisions  apply  only  to 
BLM-managed  public  lands. 

There  have  been  many  questions  asking  why 
we  have  made  some  of  these  decisions,  why 
not  others,  and  how  these  decisions  will  affect 
the  varied  resources  within  the  Bowl.  Specific 
questions  have  dealt  with  VRM  classification, 
wildlife  habitat,  mineral  withdrawals,  ACECs, 
and  NEPA  and  Section  106  compliance. 
Some  of  the  questions  seem  to  stem  from  a 
misunderstanding  of  the  status  and 
interrelationships  of  the  National  Historic 
Landmark,  the  State  Historic  Park,  the  townsite 
of  Bodie,  the  Mining  Law  of  1872,  the  private 
lands  around  Bodie,  the  laws  regulating 
management  of  public  lands  in  the  area,  the 
decisions  in  the  RMR  and  potential  future 
mining  and  mineral  exploration  activities  within 
the  Bodie  Bowl. 

Current  and  proposed  BLM  management 
within  the  Bowl  allows  multiple  use.  All 
proposed  projects  must  go  through  the  NEPA 
process  and  the  Section  1 06  process 
regarding  potential  impacts  to  cultural 
resources.   BLM  has  a  cooperative 
management  agreement  with  State  Parks. 
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Much  of  the  public  land  within  the  Bowl  has 
been  claimed  under  the  mining  laws.  The 
Mining  Law  of  1 872  and  BLM  mining 
regulations  give  certain  rights  to  holders  of 
valid  mining  claims.  The  BLM  can  and  does 
impose  environmental  restrictions  on  mining  to 
protect  other  resource  values.  State  and  local 
environmental  laws  also  apply.  All  mining 
operations  regardless  of  size  will  be  reviewed 
to  ensure  compliance  with  federal  and  state 
law,  and  to  prevent  unnecessary  or  undue 
degradation.   In  1990,  a  Memorandum  of 
Understanding  was  developed  with  Mono 
County,  implementing  California's  Surface 
Mining  and  Reclamation  Act  (SMARA).  Under 
this  agreement,  a  county-approved  reclamation 
plan  must  now  be  submitted  to  BLM  prior  to 
any  surface  disturbing  work  of  more  than  one 
acre,  even  if  covered  by  a  Notice  of  Intent. 

There  has  been  no  proposal  to  mine  within  the 
Bodie  Bowl.  The  Bowl  contains  a  mineral 
resource  of  an  unknown  quantity  and 
economic  viability,  and  the  primary  party 
involved  in  the  area  is  still  in  an  exploratory 
phase  with  no  plans  to  submit  a  mining  plan  in 
the  immediate  future. 

The  Bodie  Bowl  contains  historic  resources  of 
national  significance.  Specific  concerns 
include  the  Bodie  State  Historic  Park  and  its 
primary  viewshed,  the  National  Historic 
Landmark,  and  other  historic  resources  in  the 
surrounding  areas,  such  as  the  old  railroad 
grade. 

Most  of  the  town  of  Bodie  was  acquired  by  the 
state  in  the  1 960s.  The  State  Park  started  out 
much  smaller,  but  is  currently  about  530  acres 
and  includes  many  of  the  still-standing 
buildings.  The  park  is  managed  in  a  state  of 
arrested  decay.  There  are  few  developments 
and  no  new  attractions.  Visitors  are 
encouraged  to  enjoy  the  "ghost  town"  feel  and 
to  wander  the  surrounding  area. 

The  National  Historic  Landmark  was 
established  in  1 961  at  500  acres,  but  with  no 
boundary  delineated  or  mapped.  An  early 
report  for  the  Landmark  said  that  there  were 
over  100  dwellings  still  standing,  as  well  as 
about  40  abandoned  mines  around  the  town; 


and  that  it  was  the  "finest  example  of  a  ghost 
town  in  the  West."  A  Bodie  Historic  District  is 
referenced  in  the  early  Landmark  report. 
Mention  was  made  of  34  historic  sites  and 
buildings  within  the  District.  There  is  some 
supposition  that  the  500  acres  of  the 
Landmark  overlap  the  500  acres  of  the  State 
Park,  but  this  is  not  known. 

There  is  a  study  currently  underway  by  the 
National  Park  Service  to  delineate  a  boundary 
for  the  Landmark.   Initial  proposals  for  the 
boundary  include  about  2,750  acres  of  the 
Bodie  Bowl  containing  the  town  of  Bodie,  the 
Bodie  Bluff,  and  an  area  to  the  east  (this 
includes  some  of  the  old  railroad  grade).  This 
is  far  more  than  the  original  500  acres,  and 
would  include  about  1 ,550  acres  of  BLM  land, 
550  acres  of  State  Park  land,  and  about  650 
acres  of  private  land  owned  by  ranching  and 
mining  interests.  This  proposed  area  includes 
all  of  the  major  structures  (buildings,  roads, 
abandoned  mines,  dug-outs,  etc.)  and  most  of 
the  minor  ones  associated  with  mining  in  the 
Bodie  Bowl.  These  components  in  sum  make 
up  the  "historic  landscape"  which  has  been 
mentioned  in  the  RMR   (BLM  is  working  with 
the  National  Park  Service  on  this  study,  but 
this  action  will  be  taken  by  the  Park  Service 
and  is  not  connected  to  the  RMR) 

With  the  primary  management  goal  being 
preservation  and  protection  of  the  cultural 
resources  in  the  Bodie  Bowl,  existing  law  and 
regulatory  procedures  (such  as  NEPA  and  the 
Section  106  process)  will  continue. 
Additionally,  within  this  RMR  decisions  have 
been  made  which  will  provide  further  guidance 
for  resource  and  project  management  within 
the  Bodie  Bowl. 

Specific  decisions  in  the  final  RMP  to  promote 
good  management  of  the  Bodie  Bowl  and 
protect  the  important  cultural  resources  are 
designation  of  the  Bodie  Bowl  as  an  Area  of 
Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC),  with 
the  support  need  identified  to  develop  "limits 
of  acceptable  change";  the  decision  to 
withdraw  much  of  the  western  portion  of  the 
Bowl  from  mineral  entry;  the  decision  that  the 
area  will  be  managed  as  VRM  II  with  the 
objective  of  retaining  the  existing  character  of 
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the  landscape;  and  the  decision  to  employ  full 
fire  suppression  techniques  within  the  area 
around  the  Bodie  Bowl. 

By  establishing  an  ACEC  and  defining  "limits 
of  acceptable  change"  which  must  be  met  by 
all  proposed  projects,  we  intend  to  manage 
the  area  in  a  manner  which  will  protect  the 
town  of  Bodie  and  the  National  Historic 
Landmark.   Designating  the  Bodie  Bowl  as  an 
ACEC  publicly  recognizes  the  importance  of 
the  resources  within  the  Bowl  and  the  BLM's 
intention  to  manage  those  resources. 

ACEC  designation  requires  that  an  ACEC  Plan 
be  developed  to  guide  management  within  the 
ACEC.   Under  such  a  plan,  "limits  of 
acceptable  change"  (LACs)  will  be  developed 
as  guidelines  and  criteria  for  any  projects 
which  might  be  proposed  within  the  Bowl. 
Any  activity,  mining  or  otherwise,  allowed  in 
the  area  will  be  required  to  meet  those 
standards.  The  LACs  will  be  developed  with 
public  input,  as  well  as  technical  expertise  not 
available  in  this  office.  They  will  address  such 
matters  as  visual  standards,  allowable 
changes  to  the  historic  landscape,  levels  of 
disturbances  to  historic  resources  and 
structures,  noise  standards,  and  limits  to 
vibration  from  blasting  or  heavy  equipment. 
These  standards  will  ensure  protection  of  the 
important  cultural  resources  while  leaving 
open  the  option  of  responsible  mineral 
development  or  other  resource  management 
activities,  as  long  as  they  can  be  conducted 
within  the  LAC  criteria.  See  Appendix  5  for  a 
description  of  the  LAC  concept. 

Designation  as  an  ACEC  will  also  require  that 
a  Plan  of  Operations  be  submitted  for  any 
mining  activity,  including  exploratory  work, 
within  the  ACEC. 

There  have  been  many  concerns  raised  about 
the  effects  of  potential  mining  operations. 
When  and  if  a  mining  Plan  of  Operations  is 
received  for  the  Bodie  Bowl,  a  NEPA 
document  would  be  completed  with  full  public 
involvement.  The  Plan  would  have  to  meet  the 
LACs;  and  the  EIS  would  address  the  many 
issues  raised,  including  socioeconomics, 
recreation,  cyanide  leach  ponds  and  migratory 


waterfowl,  T  &  E  species  and  habitat,  and 
potential  damage  to  Bodie  and  the  Landmark. 
The  Section  1 06  process  would  also  be 
followed  (as  it  has  been  for  exploratory  work  in 
the  area),  providing  for  cultural  inventory,  and 
allowing  for  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
(SHPO)  review.   Until  such  a  Plan  is  submitted 
and  an  EIS  completed,  the  exact  effects  of 
such  a  project  cannot  be  accurately  assessed. 

Additionally,  any  proposed  mining  operation 
would  be  required  to  prepare  a  reclamation 
plan  and  submit  a  bond  prior  to  beginning 
operation.  Future  use  of  the  site,  as  well  as 
preservation  of  the  existing  values,  would  be 
considered. 

A  mineral  withdrawal  will  be  established  for 
much  of  the  western  portion  of  the  Bowl  within 
the  primary  viewshed  of  the  State  Park.  This 
area  contains  most  of  the  high-value  historical 
features  of  concern  to  the  public.  A  mineral 
withdrawal  does  not  affect  the  valid  existing 
claims  in  this  area.   Mineral  exploration  and 
development  can  still  proceed.  It  will  only 
prohibit  the  filing  of  any  additional  claims. 
Effects  of  a  mineral  withdrawal  are  discussed 
in  more  detail  in  the  minerals  general  response 
on  page  5-1 4. 

A  VRM  Class  II  designation  has  been  given  to 
the  Bodie  Bowl.  The  objective  of  this  class  is 
to  retain  the  existing  character  of  the 
landscape.  This  requires  that  any  proposed 
project  must  not  attract  the  attention  of  the 
casual  observer,  and  that  any  changes  must 
repeat  the  basic  elements  of  form,  line,  color, 
and  texture  of  that  landscape.  Any  activity 
proposed  would  be  required  to  conform  to  this 
designation  as  well  as  to  the  LACs. 

From  the  mineral  development  perspective, 
there  have  been  numerous  questions  asking 
how  the  RMP  decisions  will  affect  the  mining 
interests  in  and  around  the  Bodie  Bowl. 

The  RMP  does  not  affect  a  claimant's  property 
rights  under  the  1872  Mining  Law.  While 
mineral  ownership  is  a  right  under  that  law, 
mineral  development  is  a  privilege  that 
requires  responsible  environmental 
management  under  FLPMA.  Access  to  and 
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permission  to  develop  a  mining  claim  does  not 
have  to  be  given  if  it  would  cause  irreparable 
damage  to  cultural  resources. 

It  would  be  reasonable  to  assume  a  higher 
cost  of  mining  and  many  other  activities  within 
the  Bodie  Bowl  under  the  management 
decisions  in  this  document.  Whether  or  not 
these  decisions  will  prevent  development  of 
patented  and  unpatented  mining  claims  in  and 
around  the  Bodie  Bowl  would  be  addressed  in 
a  separate  site-specific  EIS  upon  receipt  of  a 
Plan  of  Operations  following  development  of 
the  LACs  in  the  ACEC  Plan. 

By  development  of  a  management  plan  with 
mandatory  standards  and  guidelines,  the  goal 
of  protecting  the  significant  cultural  values  in 
the  Bodie  Bowl  will  be  met,  while  still  allowing 
the  opportunity  for  responsible  mineral 
development  and  other  management  activities. 

Watershed  Withdrawals 

The  watershed  withdrawals  encompass 
600,000  acres  of  BLM  land  in  the  Bishop 
Resource  Area.  These  withdrawals  were 
enacted  in  the  early  1 930s  by  three  Executive 
Orders  and  one  Act  of  Congress.  Their 
underlying  purpose  was  to  prevent  speculators 
from  homesteading  on  public  land  with  the 
sole  intent  of  forcing  the  City  of  Los  Angeles 
to  buy  them  out  at  higher  than  fair  market 
price.  The  withdrawals  are  no  longer  needed 
for  this  purpose  because  the  homestead  act 
was  repealed  by  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act.  BLM  policy  requires  that 
withdrawals  be  terminated  when  they  are  no 
longer  needed  for  the  purpose  for  which  they 
were  established.   However,  as  many 
comment  letters  pointed  out,  revocation  of  the 
watershed  withdrawals  could  have  some 
serious  adverse  effects. 

The  RMP/EIS  has  been  revised  to  include  a 
more  complete  explanation  of  the  watershed 
withdrawals  and  the  impacts  that  could  result 
from  changes.  The  proposed  RMP  decision 
has  also  been  revised  to  assure  that  federal 
water  rights  and  BLM's  "4e"  comment  authority 
on  hydroelectric  projects  would  not  be 
adversely  affected  by  any  change  in  the 


watershed  withdrawals.  All  interested  parties, 
including  Inyo  and  Mono  Counties,  the  Los 
Angeles  Department  of  Water  and  Power,  local 
environmental  groups,  Native  Americans,  and 
others  will  be  involved  in  the  effort  to  revise 
the  watershed  withdrawals  following 
completion  of  the  RMP 

Off-Highway  Vehicle  (OHV)  Management 

Off-highway  vehicle  (OHV)  management  in  the 
long  term  for  the  Bishop  Resource  Area 
addresses  all  forms  of  OHV  use.  This  includes 
using  routes  on  public  lands  for  activities  such 
as  grazing,  mining,  wooding,  nature 
appreciation,  touring,  etc.  The  RMP 
prescribes  that  vehicle  use  will  be  limited  to 
designated  roads  and  trails  (with  some 
seasonal  closures)  throughout  the  resource 
area  (748,700  acres),  except  for  1 ,300  acres  at 
Poleta  Canyon  prescribed  as  "open"  to  meet 
local  demand.   If  the  Southern  Inyo  Wilderness 
Study  Area  is  designated  as  wilderness, 
28,200  additional  acres  will  then  be  closed  to 
vehicle  use. 

Overall,  the  OHV  management  focus  is  to 
direct  user  behavior  to  conform  with  the  area's 
physical  setting.   Most  resource  area  lands  are 
classified  as  a  semi-primitive  environment. 
The  Bureau  would  manage  OHV  use  to 
maintain  or  enhance  this  semi-primitive  setting. 
Chapter  3  contains  a  broad  definition  of  semi- 
primitive  environments  for  both  motorized  and 
nonmotorized  areas. 

In  general,  the  Bureau  would  maintain  or 
enhance  semi-primitive  settings  by  dispersing 
users  on  minimally  signed  and  selected  road 
systems  throughout  the  resource  area. 
Concentrated  use  and  staging  areas  or 
associated  facilities  would  be  deemphasized. 
Working  together  with  adjoining  land  use 
agencies,  the  Bureau  would  direct  use  on 
long,  destination-oriented  touring  routes. 
Designated  route  systems  would  be  used  with 
very  few  developed  facilities.  This  approach 
contrasts  with  the  open  area  concept,  usually 
a  challenge  area,  where  users  are 
concentrated  and  developed  facilities  may  be 
provided.   Under  the  semi-primitive  concept, 
viewing  the  scenery,  recognition  of  the 
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resource  values,  and  the  desire  to  explore  on 
designated  routes  comprise  the  overall 
experience. 

User  education,  monitoring  and  protection  of 
the  resources  are  essential  to  the  success  of 
the  semi-primitive  concept.  At  the  present 
time,  the  Bureau  has  inventoried  known  roads 
and  trails  for  about  60%  of  the  resource  area. 
By  1 993  the  inventory  will  be  complete  for  the 
entire  resource  area.  Additionally,  the  Bureau 
is  completing  route  designations  for  all  its 
lands  south  of  State  Highway  167  in  the 
activity  plan  process.  The  activity  plan 
identifies  resource  protection  and  monitoring 
needs,  designates  routes  for  use  or  nonuse, 
identifies  any  needed  route  connectors,  and 
establishes  environmental  education  initiatives 
for  appropriate  behavior  in  semi-primitive 
settings.  The  activity  plan  also  prescribes 
implementation  actions  to  meet  resource 
condition  standards  identified  in  the  RMP 
based  on  documentation  of  resource  impacts 
or  professional  judgement. 

OHV  management  in  sensitive  areas  -  Areas  of 
Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC), 
wetlands,  riparian  areas,  cultural  sites,  etc.  -  is 
generally  addressed  in  the  RMP  through  route 
designations;  resource  prescriptions  such  as 
desired  plant  community  (DPC)  management, 
seasonal/yearlong  protection,  etc.;  and  federal 
regulation  and  requirements.  Activity  plans 
define  the  implementation  and  methodology  to 
accomplish  the  RMP  prescription.  For 
example,  the  High  Desert  OHV  Project 
Management  Plan,  an  activity  plan  begun  in 
1 988,  has  identified  designated  routes  for 
closure  or  maintenance  in  the  Fish  Slough 
ACEC.  Other  upcoming  activity  plans  will 
identify  routes  for  use,  nonuse  or  maintenance 
based  on  wildlife,  visual,  recreational  and  other 
resource  needs. 

Vehicle  use  in  Wilderness  Study  Areas  (WSAs) 
is  regulated  under  the  Interim  Management 
Policy  for  Lands  Under  Wilderness  Review 
(IMP).  According  to  the  IMP,  vehicles  are 
allowed  to  travel  on  existing  routes  as  long  as 
wilderness  values  are  not  impaired.   If 
wilderness  values  are  threatened  or  impaired, 
the  Bureau  will  take  corrective  actions  such  as 


closures.  In  order  to  comply  with  the  IMF; 
OHV  management  in  WSAs  would  entail  close 
monitoring  of  casual  use.  Signs  or  facilities 
which  might  encourage  or  increase  use  would 
not  be  installed.  Maintaining  or  improving 
wilderness  values  would  be  the  primary 
emphasis. 

Removal  or  elimination  of  OHVs  from  all  public 
lands  in  the  resource  area  is  an  impractical 
approach  to  OHV  management.  Many  people 
who  use  OHVs  for  wooding,  trailhead  access, 
camping,  hunting,  etc.,  would  be  deprived  of 
legitimate  access.  This  RMP  prescribes  a 
practical  and  innovative  approach  to  OHV 
management  based  on  appreciation  of  the 
resource.  It  directs  OHV  management  to  serve 
diverse  users  of  the  public  lands  for  different 
access  needs.  Our  ongoing  activity  plans  are 
currently  designating  roads  and  trails  for 
vehicle  use,  implementing  a  baseline 
monitoring  program,  and  mitigating  known 
resource  conflicts.  An  environmental 
education  program  is  being  developed  to 
emphasize  acceptable  user  behavior  in  semi- 
primitive  environments.  Our  experience  has 
shown  that  this  approach  benefits  the 
environment  and  provides  a  quality  experience 
many  public  land  users  seek. 

Land  Acquisitions  and  Disposals 

The  RMP  identifies  9,000  acres  of  BLM  land 
that  might  be  better  suited  in  private 
ownership  (disposals)  and  1 8,700  acres  of 
private  land  that  might  be  appropriate  for 
public  ownership  (acquisitions).  Having  large 
acreages  of  both  disposals  and  acquisitions 
on  the  table  will  enable  us  to  have  a  flexible 
land  exchange  program  that  can  take 
advantage  of  exchange  opportunities  as  they 
arise. 

The  preferred  method  of  land  disposal  and 
acquisition  will  be  land  exchange.  We  cannot 
force  a  landowner  into  an  exchange.  Inyo 
County,  Mono  County,  DWR  and  the  public 
will  have  the  opportunity  to  review  all  land 
exchange  proposals,  and  will  play  an 
important  role  in  deciding  whether  or  not  we 
proceed  with  specific  exchanges.  A  site- 
specific  Environmental  Assessment  will  be 
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required  for  each  exchange.  Notices  of  each 
exchange  will  be  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  and  announced  in  local  newspapers. 
Copies  of  the  environmental  assessments  for 
land  exchanges  will  be  available  to  all 
interested  parties. 

Our  intent  is  neither  a  land  grab  of  private 
lands  nor  a  broad  scale  disposal  of  public 
lands.  The  disposals  and  acquisitions  should 
balance  out  since  both  will  be  accomplished 
with  land  exchanges.  We  desire  a  win/win 
situation:  we  can  free  up  isolated  tracts  for 
private  use,  while  acquiring  key  inholdings  for 
public  protection  under  BLM  stewardship. 

Desired  Plant  Communities  (DPCs) 

Desired  Plant  Community  (DPC)  definitions 
describe  several  important  plant  communities 
in  healthy  condition,  capable  of  supporting  a 
variety  of  plants  and  animals.  Vegetation 
objectives  are  spelled  out  clearly,  while 
methods  to  achieve  these  goals  remain 
flexible.  DPC  goals  were  designed  within  the 
framework  of  the  Bureau's  multiple  use 
philosophy.  They  do  not  prohibit  other  land 
uses  within  a  DPC  area  as  long  as  the  goals 
are  met.  Land  uses  that  conflict  with  DPC 
goals  will  be  modified  to  meet  the  goals. 

The  DPC  concept  was  applied  to  key 
vegetation  types  for  which  a  change  in 
management  would  likely  improve  the  native 
plant  community  or  wildlife  habitat  condition. 
Vegetation  types  were  selected  due  to  the 
unique  quality  of  their  plants,  or  their 
importance  to  wildlife  in  a  certain  location. 

The  DPCs  were  developed  by  the  lead  wildlife 
biologist  for  the  resource  area.  The  public 
provided  input  on  the  DPCs  at  the  public 
meetings  and  during  the  comment  period,  and 
several  suggestions  were  incorporated  into  the 
final  plan. 

DPC  descriptions  were  based  on  several 
factors,  including  soil  type  and  related 
vegetation  parameters,  literature  sources 
describing  physical  characteristics  of  Great 
Basin  vegetation  communities,  a  large  volume 
of  field  data  collected  throughout  the  resource 


area,  and  personal  knowledge  of  vegetation 
structural  change  in  response  to  management. 

Each  DPC  description  focuses  on  one  of  three 
purposes:  maintaining  current  plant 
composition,  increasing  vegetation  volume  and 
structural  complexity,  or  improving  habitat 
conditions  for  a  particular  species  or  group  of 
species.  Current  vegetation  condition  in  DPC 
areas  varies.  As  an  example,  the  vegetation 
communities  for  bristlecone/limber  pine  and 
sand  dune  currently  meet  DPC  descriptions 
and  only  need  maintenance  of  the  existing 
situation.  Other  vegetation  types  will  require 
more  management  action  to  meet  DPC  goals; 
for  example,  management  to  increase  the 
volume  and  structural  character  of  understory 
vegetation  in  an  aspen  grove. 

Factors  used  to  determine  the  percentage  of  a 
vegetation  type  to  be  placed  under  DPCs 
included  total  acreage  of  the  vegetation  type 
in  a  management  area;  wildlife  or  fisheries 
habitat  value;  current  vegetation  condition; 
practical  difficulties  in  carrying  out  on-the- 
ground  management;  and  probable  short  term 
(20  year)  response  to  management  actions. 
The  amount  of  acreage  placed  under  DPC 
management  is  considered  to  be  practical 
within  these  constraints.  Persons  involved  in 
these  decisions  were  members  of  the  resource 
area  staff  and  the  area  manager. 

Specific  sites  for  DPC  application  have  not 
been  identified.  Locations  in  some 
management  areas  (e.g.  Coleville,  Bridgeport 
Valley,  Bodie  Hills)  would  receive  priority  due 
to  their  overall  high  value  as  wildlife  and 
fisheries  habitat.  Action  documents  such  as 
Allotment  Management  Plans,  Habitat 
Management  Plans  and  Coordinated  Resource 
Management  Plans  are  the  means  by  which 
specific  areas  will  be  assigned  to  DPC 
management.  Within  these  documents, 
decisions  directly  addressing  DPC  goals  could 
include  limitation  on  mineral  exploration  and 
extraction;  designation,  rerouting,  or  closure  of 
roads  and  trails;  changes  in  livestock 
management  practices;  exclosure  fencing,  and 
other  methods. 
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Monitoring  of  land  uses  and  resource 
conditions  by  Bureau  personnel  will  provide 
the  information  needed  to  ensure  that  DPC 
goals  are  met.  A  comprehensive  monitoring 
program  will  be  an  integral  part  of  any  activity 
plan.  The  frequency  of  monitoring,  and  the 
methods  used,  will  vary  according  to 
vegetation  type  and  management  actions.  For 
example,  riparian  and  aspen  sites  would  likely 
be  monitored  yearly;  pinyon-juniper  might  be 
monitored  every  3-5  years.  Monitoring  will 
incorporate  standard  accepted  methods  such 
as  photo  points,  cross-channel  sag  tape 
transects,  fixed  trend  plots,  and  other  physical 
measurements.  While  the  Bishop  Resource 
Area  will  focus  DPC  management  and 
monitoring  efforts  on  the  most  important  areas, 
traditional  range  condition  class  monitoring 
and  reporting  will  not  be  neglected. 

Impacts  of  adopting  DPC  management  were 
estimated  by  evaluating  change  from  current 
conditions  to  conditions  expected  when  DPC 
goals  are  met.  Factors  considered  included 
changes  in  plant  cover,  plant  biomass, 
vegetation  regeneration,  structural  diversity, 
and  current  and  projected  use;  whether  the 
vegetation  type  is  located  on  mesic  or  xeric 
sites;  and,  in  some  instances,  best 
professional  judgement. 

It  was  assumed  that  the  greatest  potential 
impacts  of  DPC  management  would  be  to 
livestock  grazing  and  mineral  exploration  and 
development.  Impacts  to  livestock  grazing 
were  projected  based  on  the  probable 
methods  used  to  meet  DPC  goals.  Impacts  to 
mineral  activity  and  other  land  uses  were 
estimated  based  on  the  probability  and  scope 
of  restrictions  to  those  uses. 

Impacts  to  vegetation  in  DPC  areas  were 
estimated  based  on  study  sites  excluded  from 
all  uses  in  this  resource  area  over  several 
years,  probable  vegetation  changes  derived 
from  literature  sources,  or  known  plant 
community  quality  in  other  undisturbed  sites. 
These  impacts  were  assessed  by  evaluating 
the  potential  effect  of  other  uses  on  the 
specific  plant  community,  e.g.,  decisions 
affecting  diversion  of  stream  flow,  providing 
yearlong  protection  to  certain  vegetation 


types,  directing  changes  in  livestock  forage 
use,  permitting  domestic  or  commercial  pinyon 
tree  cutting,  and  requiring  some  level  of  fire 
suppression. 

By  adopting  the  DPCs,  the  Bishop  Resource 
Area  is  committing  to  a  necessary  change  in 
vegetation  management.  This  is  particularly 
important  for  some  vegetation  communities 
which  are  potentially  the  most  productive,  but 
currently  need  improvement.  We  recognize 
that,  for  some  vegetation  types,  DPC 
management  will  be  more  time-consuming  and 
costly  than  present  management.  We  feel  that 
the  anticipated  benefits  outweigh  these  costs. 
The  ability  to  meet  DPC  goals  will  be 
dependent  upon  adequate  funding  and 
manpower. 

Grazing 

Many  comment  letters  questioned  the  decision 
not  to  include  a  detailed  analysis  of  livestock 
grazing  in  the  RMR   In  the  initial  planning 
stages,  the  Bishop  Resource  Area,  Bakersfield 
District,  and  California  State  offices  determined 
that  grazing  decisions  analyzed  in  the  Benton- 
Owens  Valley  (1981)  and  Bodie-Coleville 
(1 982)  grazing  EISs  were  still  valid  and  meet 
the  requirements  of  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act  (NEPA).  This  determination  was 
based  on  review  of  federal  grazing  regulations, 
BLM  rangeland  monitoring  policy,  and 
rangeland  inventory  and  monitoring  data 
collected  in  the  resource  area. 

Current  federal  grazing  regulations  and  BLM 
rangeland  monitoring  policy  provide  for 
adjustments  in  livestock  grazing  use  when 
monitoring  shows  a  change  is  warranted.  In 
the  Benton-Owens  Valley  EIS  area,  inventory 
data  collected  in  the  early  1980s  indicated  that 
adjustments  in  grazing  preference  or  season 
of  use  were  needed.  These  adjustments  were 
made  in  the  mid-1 980s  and  have  been 
validated  by  monitoring.  In  the  Bodie-Colevilie 
EIS  area,  inventory  and  monitoring  data 
collected  throughout  the  1 980s  indicate  that 
on  most  allotments  changes  in  grazing 
management  and  development  of  range 
improvement  projects  are  the  appropriate 
actions.  These  changes  and  projects  are 
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being  developed  in  Allotment  Management 
Plans  (AMPs). 

As  a  result,  most  of  the  existing  livestock 
grazing  decisions  are  incorporated  into  this 
RMP  by  reference.  While  there  are  some 
decisions  in  the  RMP  regarding  grazing  (for 
example,  allotment  status  and  utilization 
standards),  the  RMP  does  not  address 
stocking  levels,  season  of  use,  or  other  details 
of  livestock  management.  If  monitoring  shows 
that  resource  conditions  are  not  being  met, 
changes  in  livestock  management  practices 
will  be  made  at  the  activity  plan  level  to 
achieve  those  objectives. 

Several  commentors  mentioned  declining 
range  conditions  on  BLM  lands.   Range  or 
ecological  condition  has  not  shown  a  general 
decline  in  the  Bishop  Resource  Area.  Table  3- 
1  in  the  final  RMP  compares  past  and  present 
range  condition. 

In  addition,  there  are  some  100,000  acres 
which  have  been  unallocated  to  livestock 
grazing  for  over  1 0  years  and  are  trending 
toward  their  potential  natural  condition.  These 
areas  will  remain  unallocated. 

The  BLM  rates  the  range  based  on  ecological 
condition,  not  on  forage  condition.  High  serai 
(good)  ecological  condition  sites  have  more 
than  50%  of  the  estimated  potential  plant 
community  intact,  while  mid  serai  (fair)  to  low 
serai  (poor)  sites  have  less  than  50%  of  the 
potential  plant  community  intact.  Ecological 
condition  is  shown  in  Table  3-7  on  p.  134  of 
the  draft  plan.  The  percentages  of  total  acres 
in  the  resource  area  are:  45%  Good-Excellent; 
44%  Fair;  1 1  %  Poor.   It  is  possible  to  have  a 
poor  condition  rating  and  still  have  very  high 
forage  production,  i.e.  a  seeding. 

It  is  BLM  policy  to  manage  grazing  allotments 
according  to  the  forage  available  on  the 
allotment  and  according  to  the  other  resources 
within  the  allotment.  Studies  have  shown  that 
many  native  grasses,  forbs,  and  shrubs  in  the 
arid  West  can  and  do  withstand  grazing. 
Controlling  factors  are  the  degree  of  use  and 
the  time  of  use. 


Monitoring  results  based  on  utilization  data 
show  that  on  most  allotments,  a  relatively 
small  percentage  of  acreage  (1 0-25%)  has 
utilization  above  the  moderate  level  (40-60%  of 
annual  growth  grazed).  On  these  same 
allotments  there  tends  to  be  a  moderate 
percentage  of  acreage  with  slight  to  no  use  (0- 
20%  level),  with  the  balance  of  the  acreage  in 
the  light  to  moderate  range. 

Overgrazing  is  a  problem  in  certain  specific 
areas;  the  RMP  is  designed  to  improve 
management  of  these  areas.   Unacceptable 
levels  of  utilization  occur  near  livestock  water 
sources,  in  easily  accessible  forage  areas, 
meadows,  riparian  areas,  aspen  groves,  and 
other  areas  favored  or  habitually  used  by 
livestock.  Overutilization  results  in  resource 
conflicts  where  these  areas  are  important  to 
other  resources  (e.g.  wildlife,  recreation). 

Many  commentors  were  particularly  concerned 
with  impacts  to  riparian  areas  and  wildlife 
habitat.  The  RMP  addresses  these  problems 
with  site-specific  decisions  and  with  desired 
plant  communities  (DPCs),  eight  of  which  deal 
with  springs  and  riparian  zones.  Solutions  to 
conflicts  are  handled  with  AMPs  or 
Coordinated  Resource  Management  Plans 
(CRMPs). 

The  majority  of  such  conflicts  have  occurred  in 
the  Bodie-Coleville  EIS  area.  The  Bodie  Hills 
CRMP  has  been  the  approach  taken  to  resolve 
issues  and  meet  resource  condition  objectives. 
From  1 984  to  1 991  five  management  plans 
were  developed  and  partially  implemented  to 
deal  with  livestock  grazing  concerns  in  this 
area.  Five  AMPs  remain  to  be  developed. 

RMP  decisions  relative  to  DPC  goals,  use 
limits,  Standard  Operating  Procedures  and 
wildlife  habitat  improvements  will  further 
improve  rangeland  conditions  throughout  the 
Bishop  Resource  Area.  Monitoring  efforts  will 
increase  to  ensure  we  are  moving  in  the  right 
direction,  and  will  be  the  basis  for  decisions 
regarding  changes  in  livestock  management  or 
forage  allocation. 

Several  commentors  expressed  concern  about 
impacts  to  the  livestock  industry.  A  number  of 
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decisions  which  would  impact  livestock 
grazing  have  been  changed  in  the  final  RMR 
The  decision  to  encourage  conversion  from 
cattle  to  sheep  has  been  removed,  and  the 
decisions  excluding  livestock  from  some 
allotments  have  been  changed;  see  Chapter  2. 
The  Chapter  4  discussion  of  impacts  to 
livestock  grazing  has  also  been  revised  to 
reflect  the  changed  decisions  and  to  provide 
more  specific  information. 

Minerals 

1-1872  Mining  Law  and  FLPMA 

The  BLM  is  mandated  to  administer  the  1 872 
Mining  Law.  Departmental  policy  (43  CFR 
3809.0-6)  states: 

"...it  is  the  policy  of  the  Department  of  Interior 
to  encourage  the  development  of  Federal 
mineral  resources  and  reclamation  of 
disturbed  lands.  Under  the  mining  laws  a 
person  has  a  statutory  right.. .to  go  upon 
(unappropriated  and  unreserved)  Federal 
lands  for  the  purpose  of  mineral  prospecting, 
exploration,  development  and  extraction.  This 
statutory  right  carries  with  it  the  responsibility 
to  assure  that  operations  include  adequate 
and  responsible  measures  to  prevent 
unnecessary  or  undue  degradation  of  the 
Federal  lands  and  to  provide  for  reasonable 
reclamation..." 

FLPMA  requires  responsible  environmental 
management  of  mineral  development.  FLPMA 
specifically  recognizes  the  Mining  Law  of  1 872 
throughout  its  text  and  Sec.  302  (b)  states  "... 
except  as  provided  ...  no  provision  of  this 
section  or  any  other  section  of  this  Act  shall  in 
any  way  amend  the  Mining  Law  of  1 872  or 
impair  the  rights  of  any  locators  or  claims 
under  that  Act,  including,  but  not  limited  to, 
rights  of  ingress  and  egress."  FLPMA  directs 
in  its  Declaration  of  Policy  that " ...  the  public 
lands  be  managed  in  a  manner  which 
recognizes  the  Nation's  need  for  domestic 
sources  of  minerals,  food,  timber,  and  fiber 
from  the  public  lands  including  implementation 
of  the  Mining  and  Minerals  Policy  Act  of  1 970 


Subsurface  and  surface  activities  are  permitted 
under  the  preferred  alternative  if  such  actions 
can  be  mitigated  to  ensure  that  other 
resources  are  adequately  considered. 

The  management  goals  and  decisions  stated 
in  this  RMP  are  general  in  order  to  cover  all 
management  activities.  For  this  reason, 
operators  of  specific  projects  may  feel  that  the 
plan  is  vague  regarding  their  project. 
Environmental  safeguards  for  specific  mining 
projects  will  be  built  into  the  projects  prior  to 
authorization.   Part  of  the  authorization 
process  will  include  NEPA  documentation 
(with  public  involvement)  for  each  project. 

2  -  Environmental  Restrictions 

The  environmental  restrictions  in  the  RMP  will 
increase  mining  costs  for  some  projects.  The 
goal  of  these  decisions  is  to  ensure  that 
mining  on  public  lands  is  done  in  a 
responsible  manner  which  protects  other 
important  resources,  and  that  the  mining 
projects  are  adequately  reclaimed.  Similar 
restrictions  apply  to  grazing,  OHV  use,  and  all 
other  land  uses  and  management  actions.  We 
feel  most  mining  can  be  done  in  a  manner 
which  will  mitigate  impacts  to  other  resources 
without  making  the  project  uneconomical. 

An  operator  has  the  right  to  apply  for  a  patent 
to  a  claim  at  any  time.  A  miner  applying  for 
patent  must  show  a  valid  discovery.  With  a 
valid  discovery  proven,  title  to  the  surface  and 
mineral  estate  must  be  transferred  to  the 
miner,  and  it  would  no  longer  be  public  land. 
Regulatory  authority  would  then  pass  to  the 
county  and  state,  and  BLM  environmental 
restrictions  would  not  apply. 

3  -  Visual  Resource  Management  (VRM) 

The  impact  to  mining  as  a  result  of 
implementation  of  VRM  guidelines  was 
addressed  in  the  draft  RMP  on  the  basis  of  the 
overall  percentage  of  lands  affected,  rather 
than  the  actual  acreage  of  overlap  with  areas 
of  high  mineral  potential.  Since  then,  this 
analysis  has  been  made.   In  the  Bishop 
Resource  Area  there  are  87,742  acres  of  high 
and  moderate  mineral  potential.  Of  these, 
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2,809  acres  (3%)  are  in  VRM  I  areas  and 
29,637  acres  (34)%  are  in  VRM  II  areas. 

VRM  classifications  are  standards  to  describe 
the  type  of  long-term  impacts  that  BLM  will 
permit  in  any  particular  area.  They  do  not 
automatically  preclude  mining,  since  mining  is 
a  temporary  use  of  the  land,  which  may  be 
returned  to  its  original  condition  after  the 
project  is  terminated.  Thus,  the  VRM 
classifications  will  have  minimal  adverse  effect 
on  most  mining  operations. 

4  -  Mineral  Withdrawals 

Mineral  withdrawals  are  an  appropriate 
management  tool  where  a  parcel  of  land  has 
both  high  mineral  potential  and  a  non- 
mitigatable  non-mineral  resource  which  needs 
to  be  protected.   In  such  a  case,  withdrawal 
may  be  the  best  way  to  ensure  this  protection. 
Blanket  withdrawals  of  large  areas  are  not 
permitted  except  in  the  case  of  Wilderness 
Areas.  Withdrawals  must  be  approved  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  require  substantial 
supporting  documentation  and  rationale. 

The  withdrawal  action  prevents  the  staking 
and  recordation  of  new  claims.   If  a  current 
claimant  submits  a  Plan  of  Operations,  a 
validity  exam  is  then  completed.   If  a  valid 
claim  can  be  shown,  development  may 
proceed  in  accordance  with  federal  and  state 
regulations. 

A  mineral  withdrawal  also  has  some  effect 
upon  potential  development  of  a  claim  by 
freezing  the  price  utilized  in  analyzing  the 
validity  of  the  claim.  As  an  example,  if  a 
withdrawal  were  put  in  place  now  and  a 
deposit  were  judged  to  be  uneconomical  to 
develop  at  the  current  price  of  gold,  then  there 
would  be  no  development  later  even  though 
the  market  price  of  gold  might  rise.  The 
analysis  would  be  done  as  of  the  market  price 
of  the  commodity  on  the  day  of  the 
withdrawal. 

5  -  Bonding 

In  1990  the  BLM  implemented  a  new  bonding 
policy.   Bonds  are  now  required  for  all  Plans 


of  Operation  (greater  than  5  acres 
disturbance),  and  for  Notices  of  Intent  (less 
than  5  acres)  in  cases  where  operators  have  a 
history  of  non-compliance.  Bonding  is  also 
required  under  California's  Surface  Mining  and 
Reclamation  Act  (SMARA). 

These  bonding  requirements  are  adequate  to 
ensure  that  degradation  is  minimized  and 
reclamation  plans  are  thoroughly  implemented. 
A  common  misconception  is  that  when  an 
operator  forfeits  a  bond,  the  bonding  company 
is  the  only  loser.  A  forfeiture  has  serious 
consequences  for  operators  and  is  an  action 
not  taken  lightly.  Once  a  bond  is  forfeited,  the 
operator's  ability  to  secure  future  bonds  is 
eliminated  or  greatly  restricted,  potentially 
putting  him  out  of  business. 

6  -  Undue  or  Unnecessary 

"Undue  or  unnecessary"  is  defined  in 
promulgated  regulations  at  43  CFR  3809.0-5 
and  3802  (k).  There  is  no  easy  way  to 
interpret  this  term.  This  RMP  gives  standards, 
guidelines  and  goals  defining  the  condition 
which  various  resources  should  attain. 

7  -  Statistical  Analysis 

The  statistical  analysis  of  impacts  to  minerals 
from  other  resources  in  alternatives  1  to  4  was 
made  as  follows: 

It  was  assumed  that  future  mining  projects  will 
be  concentrated  in  old  mining  districts.  Then 
the  high  and  moderate  mineral  potentials  were 
determined  by  mineral  occurrence.   Deposit 
quality,  quantity,  economic  viability  and 
development  potential  are  not  factors  used  in 
the  occurrence  potential. 

Mineral  commodities  included  under  the 
"locatable"  heading  are  gold,  silver,  lead, 
dolomite,  zinc,  copper,  platinum,  talc  and 
garnet.  We  recognize  that  environmental 
mitigation  measures  increase  mining  costs. 
The  statistical  comparison  between  alternatives 
was  made  to  indicate  which  alternatives  would 
impact  minerals  exploration  and  development 
the  most. 
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The  analysis  of  the  impacts  to  minerals  by 
other  resources  was  made  by  analyzing  the 
number  of  acres  of  high  and  moderate  mineral 
potential  which  are  in  areas  of  seasonal 
protection,  yearlong  protection,  VRM  I  and 
VRM  II  classifications.  The  results  are  shown 
in  the  table  in  the  minerals  impacts  section  of 
Chapter  4. 

Geothermal 

1  -  Basis  for  Development  Scenarios 

The  BLM's  geothermal  development  scenarios 
are  based  on  "reasonable  and  foreseeable" 
energy  supply/demand/price  projections  over 
the  plan  life.  These  are  neither  worst  nor  best 
case  scenarios,  but  most  likely.  Potentially 
unstable  geopolitical  situations  do  present 
problems  in  forecasting  scenarios.  Worldwide 
political  upheavals  could  possibly  threaten 
U.S.  energy  supplies  to  the  degree  that 
geothermal  power  in  the  eastern  Sierra  is 
viable.  However,  such  disruptions  would  be 
catastrophic,  and  as  such,  are  not  reasonable 
or  foreseeable.  Rather,  we  have  relied  on 
petroleum  industry  oil  price  projections.  The 
plan  can  be  amended  if  unforeseeable  events 
result  in  increased  demand  for  new 
geothermal  energy  sources  in  this  region. 

Given  relatively  flat  oil  supply/demand/price 
curves  over  the  plan  life,  we  foresee  little  or  no 
interest  in  geothermal  development  on  public 
lands  within  the  Bishop  Resource  Area.   Most 
development  will  occur  on  current  leases 
(primarily  on  Forest  Service  lands)  where 
lessees  have  prior  existing  rights  to  develop 
the  lease.   Development  restrictions  in  the  plan 
would  apply  only  to  future  leases,  and  there  is 
currently  no  industry  interest  that  would  lead 
to  renewed  lease  sales.   Moreover,  the  State 
of  California  has  expressed  no  interest  in 
reissuing  the  prerequisite  long  term  energy 
contracts.  These  contracts  are  necessary 
because  of  the  marginal  economics  of  this 
region's  geothermal  projects. 

Most  interest  for  commercial  power  plant 
capabilities  has  been  on  Forest  Service  land  in 
the  Casa  Diablo  Hot  Springs  area  near 
Mammoth  Lakes.  Travertine  Hot  Springs  are 


the  only  springs  on  BLM  land  that  are  of 
known  commercial  geothermal  potential.  The 
geothermal  source  associated  with  these 
springs  is  under  an  existing  lease,  the 
development  of  which  will  not  be  affected  by 
proposed  leasing  prohibitions. 

There  is  no  clear  indication  that  geothermal 
development  will  occur  within  the  Mono  Basin 
or  the  Granite  Mountain,  South  Inyo,  or  Owens 
Lake  Management  Areas  over  the  plan  life. 
Bodie  Bowl  is  not  classified  as  high 
geothermal  potential.  Historically  there  has 
been  little  or  no  industry  interest  in  the  area, 
and  no  current  lease  applications  are  pending. 
We  do  not  expect  the  Bodie  Bowl  to  be  leased 
over  the  plan  life. 

Although  leasing  may  be  prohibited  in  certain 
areas,  pre-lease  exploration  operations  (as 
defined  in  43  CFR  3209.0-5a,b,c)  are  allowed 
within  areas  of  high  geothermal  occurrence 
potential  and  most  other  areas.  The 
discretionary  authority  of  the  Secretary  to  limit 
lease  issuances  should  not  be  misconstrued 
as  a  leasing  "ban."  If  new  and  commercially 
viable  geothermal  sources  are  discovered,  the 
RMP  may  be  amended  to  accommodate 
leasing. 

2  -  Proposed  Leasing  Prohibitions  -  One  Mile 
Radius 

The  prohibition  of  geothermal  leasing  within 
one  mile  of  hot  springs  was  based  on 
unknown  risks  that  development  may  have  on 
local  hydrothermal  systems  and  the  springs 
themselves.  These  decisions  have  been 
changed  to  allow  geothermal  leasing, 
regardless  of  distance,  if  it  will  not  impact 
endangered,  threatened  or  candidate  species 
habitat  (or,  in  the  Travertine  Hot  Springs  area, 
the  thermal  aquifer  or  surface  water  source). 

3  -  Mitigations  for  Geothermal  Development 

The  BLM  has  the  option  of  issuing  fluid 
mineral  leases  with  no  surface  occupancy 
(NSO)  stipulations  in  areas  where  surface 
disturbance  would  threaten  other  valuable 
resources.   In  these  cases,  the  NSO  is  placed 
in  the  lease  terms  and  is  known  to  the 
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potential  lessee  before  the  instrument  is 
signed.  Development  of  the  lease  would 
require  off-lease  drilling  and  production  sites. 
If  the  BLM  could  not  allow  off-site  development 
as  well,  then  the  lease  would  likely  not  be 
issued. 

Because  of  reinjection  of  produced  fluids, 
subsidence  is  not  generally  considered  an 
issue  in  geothermal  operations. 

Interagency  Transmission 
Line  Corridor  Study 

1  -  Need  Analysis 

The  corridor  decision  no  longer  includes 
designation  of  an  east-west  corridor  at  this 
time.  It  does  allow  for  the  possibility  of  a 
Soldier  Canyon  corridor  in  the  future.   (See 
Chapter  2.) 

Appendix  8  of  the  draft  RMR  the  need 
analysis  submitted  by  Los  Angeles  Department 
of  Water  and  Power,  cited  two  reasons  for  a 
new  east-west  transmission  line  corridor 
designation  through  the  Inyo  National  Forest 
and  Bishop  Resource  Area  portions  of  Nevada 
and  California:  1)  the  increasing  demand  for 
energy  in  southern  California,  and  2)  a  need  to 
improve  system  reliability.  There  are 
increasingly  limited  areas  where  east-west 
transmission  lines  can  be  considered,  due  to 
existing  and  proposed  land  allocations  which 
preclude  such  uses.  The  need  analysis  cites  a 
growing  threat  to  system  reliability  created  by 
the  addition  of  new  lines  to  the  Boulder/IPP 
corridor  through  the  Las  Vegas  area.   Because 
of  the  significant  volume  of  electricity  already 
being  transmitted  through  that  corridor  to 
southern  California,  a  single  event  that  could 
cause  a  sudden,  unexpected  disruption  of  the 
corridor's  transmission  capability  has  the 
potential  to  create  a  "cascading"  effect 
throughout  the  western  United  States' 
electrical  grid  system.  With  each  new  line 
added  to  this  corridor,  the  potential  for 
prolonged  disruptions  of  service  to  large  areas 
within  the  grid  significantly  increases. 
Technology  cannot  preclude  such  events. 
Networking  the  transmission  of  electricity 
throughout  the  grid  system  via  corridor 


separation  prevents  the  transmission  of  large 
volumes  of  electricity  within  any  one  corridor, 
and  is  the  most  prudent  means  of  maintaining 
system  reliability. 

Several  commentors  requested  more 
independent  information  justifying  the  need  for 
a  new  east-west  corridor,  or  for  any  new 
powerlines.  Applicants  for  all  transmission  line 
projects,  even  those  located  within  previously 
designated  corridors,  will  be  required  to 
provide  information  on  the  need  for  such 
projects  on  federal  lands  and  why  they  are  in 
the  public's  best  interest.  The  need  for  the 
project,  along  with  the  environmental  impacts, 
will  be  part  of  the  decision  whether  or  not  to 
authorize  a  project. 

2  -  Impacts  of  Corridor  Area  Designation 

Many  commentors  seemed  to  assume  that  the 
selection  of  an  east-west  corridor  area 
alternative  would  equate  to  approval  of  a 
transmission  line  project  through  that  area. 
Although  the  final  decision  is  not  to  designate 
a  corridor  (see  Chapter  2),  it  may  be  well  to 
explain  that  selection  of  an  east-west  corridor 
area  as  a  result  of  this  study  would  have 
designated  the  area  only  as  a  "planning 
corridor."  Both  the  BLM  and  the  Forest 
Service  would  have  been  committed  to  further 
evaluating  the  impacts  of  a  specific  corridor 
alignment  within  the  corridor  area.  A  more 
site-specific  evaluation  would  be  prompted  by 
the  first  proposal  for  a  transmission  line  project 
through  the  area.  The  evaluation  would 
require  more  detailed  resource  inventories  to 
further  identify  and  evaluate  environmental 
impacts,  and  measures  to  mitigate  the 
impacts.  Should  such  an  analysis  find  that 
transmission  line  use  would  cause 
unacceptable  environmental  impacts,  then  the 
proposal  could  be  denied  and  use  of  the  area 
for  a  transmission  line  corridor  dismissed. 
However,  based  upon  current  resource 
inventories  and  estimated  impacts,  it  was 
anticipated  that  such  an  analysis  would  more 
likely  serve  to  more  specifically  identify  the 
resource  values,  the  exact  alignment  and  width 
of  a  corridor,  and  additional  measures 
necessary  to  mitigate  environmental  impacts. 
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3  -  Impacts  to  Adjacent  Jurisdictional  Areas 

Numerous  comments  were  received 
concerning  environmental  impacts  which 
corridor  uses  would  have  to  lands  and 
resources  located  east  of  the  Soldier  Canyon 
Alternative  Corridor  Area.   Lands  and 
resources  within  the  Ridgecrest  and  Tonopah 
Resource  Areas  were  not  included  in  this 
corridor  study.   Both  Resource  Areas  were 
contacted  and  made  aware  of  the  study  and 
both  indicated  that  there  were  no  current  or 
proposed  land  use  designations  or  known 
resource  values  that  would  necessarily 
preclude  an  eastward  extension  of  the 
corridors  we  considered.   However,  specific 
impacts  within  those  areas  would  need  to  be 
identified  and  evaluated  in  a  more  site-specific 
corridor  study,  conducted  either  as  part  of 
each  area's  land  management  planning  cycle 
or  in  response  to  a  project  proposal  through 
their  jurisdictional  areas  and  the  Soldier 
Canyon  Alternative  Corridor  Area. 

4  -  Impacts  of  Prolonged  Human  Exposure  to 
EMF 

The  RMP  does  not  assume  that  there  are  no 
human  health  risks  associated  with  prolonged 
human  exposure  to  high  levels  of  EMF.   Page 
208  of  the  draft  RMP  states  that  more  research 
is  needed  before  conclusions  can  be  drawn 
regarding  the  existence  of  a  cause  and  effect 
relationship  between  high  levels  of  EMF  and 
adverse  human  health  effects.   Nearly  every 
study  we  reviewed  suggests  the  same. 

As  an  interim  measure,  many  studies 
recommend  prudent  avoidance  of  prolonged 
exposure  to  high  levels  of  EMF.  On  p.208  of 
the  draft,  the  citing  of  a  300-foot  distance  from 
the  centerline  of  high  voltage  powerlines  was 
in  reference  to  documentation  that  only  within 
such  proximity  to  major  powerlines  (500  kV  or 
greater)  has  monitoring  equipment  detected 
EMF  levels  to  be  higher  than  "ambient"  levels 
which  most  Americans  are  exposed  to  daily  in 
the  home  or  workplace.  Some  monitoring,  in 
fact,  suggests  this  distance  to  be  closer  to  200 
feet.  Consequently,  "prudent  avoidance" 
suggests  that  humans  can  avoid  prolonged 
exposure  to  high  levels  of  EMF  by  keeping 


away  from  areas  within  200-300  feet  of 
centerline  of  high  voltage  lines. 

5  -  Convergence  of  the  North-South  Corridor  at 
Owens  Lake/Olancha 

The  corridor  study  identified  a  potential 
"bottleneck"  along  the  north-south  corridor  in 
the  Olancha/Owens  Lake  area  of  the  Bishop 
Resource  Area.   In  this  area,  room  for 
additional  powerlines  within  the  corridor  will  be 
limited  by  steep  terrain  and  wilderness  land 
use  designations  to  the  west  of  U.S.  Highway 
395  and  the  dry  lake  bed  of  Owens  Lake  east 
of  the  highway.  An  additional  "bottleneck" 
exists  outside  the  study  area  in  the  Little  Lake 
vicinity.  A  cursory  analysis  was  conducted 
which  determined  that  enough  room  still  exists 
to  accommodate  at  least  one  additional  line 
within  the  corridor.  To  further  address  this 
concern,  a  condition  of  the  RMP's  preferred 
alternative  (p.49  of  the  draft)  requires  the  first 
applicant  for  another  line  within  the 
north-south  corridor  to  fund  a  study  to  identify 
the  impacts  of  additional  lines  within  it.  That 
study  will  provide  the  information  necessary  to 
determine  the  number  of  additional  lines  which 
the  north-south  corridor  will  be  able  to 
accommodate  without  causing  unacceptable 
environmental  impacts. 

Comments  and  Responses 

Of  the  many  comment  letters  we  received,  172 
are  reprinted  here.   Each  letter  was  assigned  a 
reference  number  (from  1  to  1 74)  for  use  in 
responding  to  comments.  Table  5-1  identifies 
the  author  and  assigned  number  of  all 
reprinted  letters.  Specific  comments  within 
each  letter  are  referenced  by  a  two-number 
code  (for  example,  37-3).  The  first  number 
refers  to  the  letter;  the  second  number  refers 
to  a  specific  comment  within  the  letter.   Bureau 
responses  to  public  comments  are  referenced 
by  the  same  code. 

Due  to  filing  errors,  a  few  letters  were 
numbered  out  of  sequence.  As  a  result  some 
numbers  have  no  corresponding  letter. 

Letters  not  reprinted  are  represented  by  similar 
letters.  For  example,  Letter  30  represents  31 8 


5-17 


similar  letters  that  expressed  concern  about 
Bodie.  Also,  many  letters  included 
attachments  (maps,  newspaper  clippings,  or 


other  references)  which  are  not  reproduced  to 
due  space  limitations  and  printing  costs.  All 
letters  and  attachments  are  on  file  in  the  area 
office. 


Table  5-1 .  List  of  Reprinted  Comment  Letters. 


Number       Commentor 


City 


2 
3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 


29 
30 


31 
32 
33 
34 
35 


Letters  1  a  and  1  b  represent  83  similar  letters  on  wild  and  scenic  rivers. 

A  list  of  the  authors  of  those  letters  appears  in  Appendix  7. 

California  Division  of  Oil  &  Gas 

Vincent  Yoder 

Fred  Fulstone,  Jr. 

Jan  K.  Huggans 

Nevada  State  Grazing  Board 

R.  Fandrich 

Charlotte  Johnson 

M.R.  Rambo  and  Associates 

Lionel  R.  Tyree 

Inyo  County  Board  of  Supervisors 

Ken  Zimmerman 

Carla  R.  Scheidlinger 

Donald  B.  Constans 

E.N.  Anderson 

J.S.  Cain  Co. 

Western  Utility  Group  (John  W.  Steck) 

John  Jay  Ulloth 

Robert  C.  Lukesh,  M.D. 

Kile  E.  Snider 

Mary  DeDecker 

Construction  Specialty 

Timothy  Johnson 

Dean  H.  DuVemet 

Robert  T.  Wilke 

Noella  Ballenger  &  Jalien  Tulley 

Ruth  Morefield 

Letters  28a  and  28b  represent  24  similar  letters  written  in  response  to 

a  flyer  distributed  by  "Desert  Survivors."  A  list  of  the  authors  of 

those  letters  appears  in  Appendix  7. 

National  Park  Service 

Letters  30a,  30b  and  30c  represent  318  similar  letters  that  express 

concern  about  possible  mining  at  Bodie.  A  list  of  the  authors  of 

those  letters  appears  in  Appendix  7. 

Mono  County 

Bridgeport  Indian  Reservation 

John  R.  Swanson 

U.S.  Air  Force 

Steven  Eigenberg 


Sacramento 

Lone  Pine 

Yerington,  NV 

Bridgeport 

Carson  City,  NV 

Bishop 

Benton 

Las  Vegas,  NV 

Las  Vegas,  NV 

Independence 

Bellflower 

Bishop 

Big  Pine 

Riverside 

Bridgeport 

Sacramento 
Orinda 
Davis 

Independence 
Lee  Vining 
Big  Pine 
Baywood  Park 
Newhall 
La  Canada 
Lone  Pine 


San  Francisco 


Bridgeport 
Bridgeport 
Minneapolis,  MN 
Edwards  AFB 
Piedmont 
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Table  5-1.  List  of  Reprinted  Comment  Letters  (continued). 
Number       Commentor 


City 


36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 


42 
43 
44 

45 

46 

47 

48 

49 

50 

51 

52 

53 

54 

55 

56 

57 

58 

59 

60 

61 

62 

63 

64 

65 

66 

67 

68 

69 

70 

71 

72 

73 

74 

75 

76 

77 

78 

79 

80 

81 

82 


Riley  &  Patricia  McRae 

Steven  D.  Craig 

Don  Becker 

Alan  Siraco 

Alan  Taylor  &  Shannon  Nelson 

Letters  41a  and  41b  represent  16  similar  letters  regarding  the  Mannatt 

trespass  near  Independence.  A  list  of  the  authors  of  those  letters 

appears  in  Appendix  7. 

No  corresponding  letter 

No  corresponding  letter 

No  corresponding  letter 

California  Native  Plant  Society 

LA.  Department  of  Water  and  Power 

Joseph  C.  Saulque 

Sacramento  Audubon  Society 

Marjorie  Sill,  Sierra  Club 

Joseph  Szewczak 

Natural  Resources  Defense  Council 

F.M.  Fulstone  Inc. 

Quest  Geological  Consultants 

Morrison  &  Foerster-Attorneys 

Dean  R.  Massey  for  BCMC 

Greg  Newbry 

Tri-Valley  PAC 

Mark  Johns 

Sierra  Club  Mining  Committee 

Southern  California  Edison  Co. 

Homestake  Mining  Co. 

Ernest  B.  Paine,  Flying  M  Ranch 

Thomas  D.  Price,  InterWest 

Philip  Baxter 

Henwood  Associates,  Inc. 

Barney  Mason 

Ron  Smith 

Inyo-Mono  County  Farm  Bureau 

Stan  Haye 

U.S.  Bureau  of  Mines 

Kathy  Barnes 

Kris  Anderson-Moore 

Sierra  Club,  S.F.  Bay  Chapter 

No  corresponding  letter 

Mark  Adrian 

Defenders  of  Wildlife 

Polar  Equipment  Co. 

Pacific  Legal  Foundation 

James  Wilson 

Gary  &  Marianne  Morgan 

California  Dept.  of  Parks  &  Recreation 

Michael  Melin,  Windsurf  Community 


San  Diego 
Reno,  NV 
Independence 
Oakland 
Lee  Vining 


Lone  Pine 

Los  Angeles 

Benton 

Sacramento 

Reno,  NV 

Deep  Springs 

San  Francisco 

Smith,  NV 

Bishop 

San  Francisco 

Denver,  CO 

Mammoth  Lakes 

Bishop 

Big  Pine 

Independence 

S.  El  Monte 

Sparks,  NV 

Yerington,  NV 

Pendleton,  OR 

Independence 

Sacramento 

Reno,  NV 

Bishop 

Bishop 

Independence 

Spokane,  WA 

Independence 

Georgetown 

Oakland 

San  Diego 

Sacramento 

Saratoga 

Sacramento 

Bishop 

Bishop 

Sacramento 

Mammoth  Lakes 
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Table  5-1.  List  of  Reprinted  Comment  Letters  (continued). 
Number       Commentor 


City 


83  Burr  Williams 

84  LA.  Department  of  Water  and  Power  (Water  System) 

85  California  State  Park  Rangers  Assoc. 

86  Debby  Parker 

87  Mono  County  Mining  Committee 

88  Mono  County  Board  of  Supervisors 

89  Alan  L.  White 

90  Inyo  National  Forest 

91  Tri-Valley  Committee 

92  Wilderness  Society-CA/NV  Region 

93  Emilie  Strauss 

94  Kathy  Noland 

95  Keith  Axelson 

96  Dave  Willis 

97  Sierra  Club,  Toiyabe  Chapter 

98  Desert  Survivors 

99  Scott  Kemp 

100  Friends  of  The  Inyo 

101  Robert  J.  Miller 

102  Greg  Firman 

103  Robert  W.  Harris 

1 04  Peter  Alexander 

105  Bob  Ellis 

106  Peter  Holte 

1 07  Helen  A.  Green 

1 08  Stephen  Lipinski 

1 09  Rosamond  Gorham 

1 1 0  Georgia  Young 

111  R  Smith 

112  Fred  B.  Hulting 

113  Rose  Marie  LaPorta 

114  Dorothea  B.  Susman 

1 1 5  Mike  Schroepfer 

116  Harold  W  Wood,  Jr. 

1 1 7  Grace  W  Enfield  &  Norman  Weller 

1 1 8  Joseph  Suppa 

1 1 9  l-M-A  Cattlemen's  Association 

120  Cooperative  Extension,  Univ.  of  CA 

121  Phyllis  Mottola 

122  Patricia  Holland-Suppa 

123  Tom  Noland,  Spainhower  I  Ranch 

124  Roland  A.  Knapp 

125  Joseph  M.  Keating 

126  Thomas  C.  Lipp 

127  Harriet  Allen 

128  E.  Jane  Bright 

129  Sierra  Interests,  Inc. 

130  R.A.  Noles 


Big  Pine 

Los  Angeles 

Sacramento 

Lee  Vining 

Bridgeport 

Bridgeport 

San  Clemente 

Bishop 

Benton 

San  Francisco 

Oakland 

Lone  Pine 

Los  Angeles 

Ashland,  OR 

Reno,  NV 

Oakland 

Independence 

Lone  Pine 

Fremont 

San  Jose 

Sacramento 

Alturas 

Oakland 

Davis 

Berkeley 

Richmond 

Big  Pine 

El  Cerrito 

Bishop 

San  Rafael 

Lone  Pine 

Visalia 

Visalia 

Bishop 

Lee  Vining 

Bishop 

Bishop 

Bishop 

Lee  Vining 

Lone  Pine 

Santa  Barbara 

Placerville 

Independence 

Spring  Valley 

Independence 

Bishop 

Bishop 
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Table  5-1. 

List  of  Reprinted  Comment  Letters  (continued). 

Number 

Commentor 

City 

131 

Floyd  Rathbun 

Fallon,  NV 

132 

Letter  132  represents  34  similar  letters  related  to  wilderness  and 
other  issues.  A  complete  list  of  the  authors  of  those  letters 
appears  in  Appendix  7. 

133 

Mike  Sota 

San  Jose 

134 

Derham  Giuliani 

Big  Pine 

135 

Resource  Concepts,  Inc. 

Carson  City,  NV 

136 

Joseph  M.  Keating 

Placerville 

137 

Andrea  Lawrence 

Bridgeport 

138 

California  Dept.  of  Conservation 

Sacramento 

139 

High  Desert  Multiple-Use  Coalition 

Ridgecrest 

140 

BLM,  Ridgecrest  Resource  Area 

Ridgecrest 

141 

Sea  &  Sage  Audubon 

Santa  Ana 

142 

Hank  Levine 

Mammoth  Lakes 

143 

Rick  Puskar 

Bishop 

144 

D.  Bryan  Goodell 

145 

Lahontan  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board 

S.  Lake  Tahoe 

146 

California  Parks  &  Conservation  Assoc. 

Sacramento 

147 

J.  Brad  Sturdivant 

Bridgeport 

148 

Coeur  d'Alene  Mines 

Coeur  d'  Alene,  ID 

149 

Patrice  Davison,  CA.  Assoc.  4WD 

Riverside 

150 

No  corresponding  letter 

151 

Lynn  Berner 

Klamath 

152 

Friends  of  the  River 

Sacramento 

153 

No  corresponding  letter 

Sacramento 

154 

California  Department  of  Fish  &  Game 

Sacramento 

155 

Dr.  Laurence  H.  Shoup 

Oakland 

156 

Frank  Lortie 

Sacramento 

157 

Mono  Lake  Committee 

Lee  Vining 

158 

Jack  Shipley 

Bridgeport 

159 

Eastern  Sierra  Audubon  Society 

Bishop 

160 

Desert  Protective  Council  Inc. 

Palm  Springs 

161 

Mary  DeDecker 

Independence 

162 

Sierra  Pacific  Power  Co. 

Reno,  NV 

163 

Richard  Potashin 

Bishop 

164 

Toiyabe  National  Forest,  Bridgeport  RD 

Bridgeport 

165 

No  corresponding  letter 

166 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

San  Francisco 

167 

Sylvia  Colton 

Bishop 

168 

American  Rivers 

Washington  D.C. 

169 

Stephen  D.  Waskul 

Moorpark 

170 

Rhonda  R.  Gildersleeve 

Bishop 

171 

Lauren  Davis 

Lee  Vining 

172 

Coral  Suter 

Los  Angeles 

173 

David  Marquart 

Lee  Vining 

174 

Bob  Ellis 

Oakland 
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10   Panoramic   Way 
Berkeley  ,    CA    94704 
December    12,    1990 

Mike   Ferguson 

BLM  Bishop  Area  Manager 

787   North   Main   Street 

Suite  P 

Bishop,  CA    93514 

Dear  Area   Manager  Ferguson: 

I  congratulate  you  on  your  finding  of  ten  Eastern 
Siena  streams  in  Mono  and  Inyo  Counties  as  eligible 
for  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  status.     Please 
recommend   all   ten   streams   for   designation 
and   adopt   interim   managment   plans   which   will 
protect   the  values   which   qualified   them   for  their 
proposed  staus  until  Congress  can  act  on  the  recom- 
mendation. 

If  possible  acquire  land  from  willing  sellers  to  increase 
public  ownership  of  the  eligible  stream  segments  . 

I  also  ask  you  to  adopt  Alternative  3,  the  most  environ- 
mentally protective  alternative  for  the  Bishop  Resource 
Area. 

Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  my  point  of  view. 
Sincerely, 

Constantina    Economou 

cc:      Senator  Alan  Cranston 

Representative  Ron  Dellums 


It, 


1820  Dalehurst  Avenue 

Los  Altos,  California  94024 

December  11,  1990 


Mr.  Mike  Ferguson 

Bishop  Area  Manager,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

787  North  Main  Street,  Suite  P 

Bishop,  California  93514 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson. 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  is  to  be  commended  for  the  Wild  and  Scenic 
eligibility  study  regarding  Virginia  Creek,  Green  Creek,  Dog  Creek,  Rough 
Creek,  Atastra  Creek,  Hot  Creek,  Rock  Creek,  Fish  Slough,  Independence 
Creek,  and  George  Creek.   I  would  like  to  see  all  these  streams  recommended 
by  the  Bureau  for  Wild  and  Scenic  status,  and  adopt  interim  management  for 
the  protection  of  their  Wild  and  Scenic  values  until  Congress  can  act  upon 
the  recommendation. 

I  would  also  urge  that  land  be  acquired  from  willing  sellers  to  increase 
public  ownership  of  the  eligible  stream  segments. 

It  is  also  imperative  that  Alternative  3  be  adopted. 

Sincerely, 


Pete  Wilson 
Alan  Cranston 
Tom  Campbell 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  1    (Wild  and  Scenic  River  Letters) 

1)  Letters  1a  and  1b  represent  83  similar  letters.    81  of  the  83 

letters  urged  that  we  recommend  all  10  eligible  streams  for  wild 
and  scenic  status.  In  addition,  41  of  the  letters  complimented 
our  eligibility  study,  71  urged  adoption  of  interim  management 
to  protect  the  streams,  71  encouraged  the  acquisition  of  private 
inholdings  along  the  streams  from  willing  sellers  and  78  urged 
adoption  of  Alternative  3.  The  authors  of  the  83  letters  are  listed 
in  table  5-1 . 

The  RMP  only  documents  the  "eligibility"  of  the  ten  streams. 
Studies  to  determine  the  potential  addition  of  these  streams  to 
the  wild  and  scenic  river  system  will  be  conducted  within  about 
2  years. 


*' 
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OfOKX  MUKMEJIAN. 


November    15,    1990 


DEPARTMENT  Of  CONSERVATION 

DIVISION  OF  OIL  AND  GAS 

MM  Bth  STREET.  ROOM  :J10 
SACRAMENTO,  CALIFORNIA  9S8U 

imum 

TOD  (918)  324-2565 
TELEFAX  (916)  3234424 

Michael  Ferguson,  Area  Manager 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
787  North  Main  Street,  Suite  P 
B.lahop,  California   93514-2498 


Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

The  Department  of  Conservation,  Division  of  Oil  and  Gae  appreciates  the 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  Bishop  Resources  Management  Plan 
and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (RMP/EIS).   Although  the  Division 
has  the  experience  1n  permitting  and  regulating  geothermal  development 
in  the  State  of  California,  we  lack  the  knowledge  and  experience  to 
comment  on  the  other  resources  such  as  wildlife,  range,  and  recreation. 
Therefore,  the  Division  does  not  have  the  expertise  to  select  one  of 
the  four  alternatives.   However,  we  do  have  some  comments  on  the  future 
of  geothermal  development. 

The  recent  activity  in  the  Middle  East  has  caused  an  impact  to  the 
energy  supply  for  the  citizens  of  California  and  the  nation.   Because 
of  the  volatile  nature  in  the  Middle  East  and  the  ever  increasing  cost 
of  energy,  the  Division  strongly  urges  the  U.S.  Department  of  the 
Interior  to  thoroughly  evaluate  all  four  alternatives  as  to  their 
impact  to  oeothermal  development  and  thereby  the  restriction  of 
possible  future  inexpensive  energy. 

Geothermal  energy  has  been  proven  to  be  a  relatively  Inexpensive  energy 
source  to  residents  throughout  California.   However,  cheap  energy  1s 
not  the  only  issue.   The  protection  of  the  environment  is  one  of  the 
Dlvleion'e  main  concerns  and  we  have  found  that  geothermal  energy  can 
be  an  energy  source  which  1s  clean  and  rather  benign  to  the 
environment.   Geothermal  development,  1f  regulated  properly,  can 
coexist  with  other  land  uses,  and  have  little  or  no  impact  to  the 
•urrounding  environment. 

The  Division  of  Oil  and  Gas  again  thanks  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
for  this  opportunity  to  comment,  and  requests  that  serious  thought  and 
evaluation  take  place  before  any  long-term  decisions  are  made 
restricting  the  development  of  geothermal  energy. 


Sincerely, 


Robert  S.    Habel 

Geothermal    District   Engineer 
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RESPONSE   TO    COMMENT   LETTER    2      (Division    of   Oil   &   Gas, 
Sacramento) 

2-1)        Please  see  general  response  on  geothermal,  p.5-15. 


3-1 


3-a 


3-3 


3-1 


3-5 
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WRITTEN  STATEMENT 


BISHOP  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

(If  you  wish  to  make  a  written  statement,  you  may  do  so  on 
this  form.   Please  submit  it  to  a  BLM  representative  at  the 
meeting.) 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  3   (Vincent  Yoder) 

3-1)       The  correction  has  been  made. 

3-2)  Your  comment  regarding  the  effect  of  grazing  on  plant  vigor  and 
seed  dispersal  is  a  valid  point.  We  appreciate  your  input  and 
will  clarify  this  point  in  future  analyses. 

3-3)  There  are  two  USFWS  candidate  species  on  public  land  within 
this  management  area  (Calochortus  excavatus  C2  and  Sidalcea 
covelli  C2).  There  are  two  CDF&G  listed  species  located  on 
public  land  within  this  management  area  (Dedeckera  eurekensis 
R  and  Sidalcea  covelli  E).  Refer  to  Appendix  6,  draft  RMP,  for 
common  names. 

3-4)  The  correct  specific  epithet  (longaeva)  for  the  bristlecone  pine 
has  been  entered  in  the  final  document. 

3-5)  The  standard  operating  procedure  under  I.C.1 .  refers  to  riparian 
zones  (i.e.  riparian  dependent  resources)  which  are  defined  on 
p.229  of  the  Glossary  in  the  draft.  "Sensitive  plants,"  as  referred 
to  by  the  commentor,  are  inferred  in  I.C.1 .  in  the  draft  under  the 
definition  of  riparian  dependent  resources.  Under  standard 
operating  procedure  I.C.9  the  term  "seep"  has  been  added. 
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PUBLIC  MEETING   December  4,  1990 

Draft  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Enviromental  Impact  Statement 

Comments  By  Fred  Fulstone,  Jr. 

As  you  all  know,  today  there  Is  a  terrible  attact  on  Livestock 
Grazing  on  Federal  Lands  by  the  preservation  extremist.   You  have  heard, 
"Grazing  Free  by  '93".   This  is  certainly  true  of  this  document,  The 
Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  Draft. 

I  believe  that  many  of  the  preservation  extremist  ideas  have 
worked  down  Into  the  minds  of  the  preparers  of  this  document.   I  don't 
see  the  name  of  one  permittee,  one  livestock  operator,  one  miner,  one 
commei   ial  logger,  one  agriculture  commissioner,  one  ADC  member,  or 
anybody  in  private  business  on  the  List  of  Preparers.   991  of  the 
preparers  are  U.S.  Government,  State,  and  Fish  «  Wildlife  employees. 
This  is  a  prejudiced  document  which  favors  the  birds,  fish  and  deer. 
We,   as  livestock  operators  can't  live  with  It  as  is.   It  would  be 
detrimental  to  the  public  welfare.   There  are  a  lot  of  erroneous  and 
misleading  statements  which  would  eventually  lead  to  the  termination 
of  grazing  on  Federal  Lands.   Most  of  the  streams  are  marginal  for 
fisheries.  The  Resource  Area  is  primarily  a  migratory  area  for  wildlife. 
No  cover,  short  of  water,  and  many  predators.   I  don't  agree  as  the 
plan  Is  suggested  but  maybe  a  combination  of  alternatives  and  a  workable 
compromise  for  all  parties  could  be  obtained.   It  is  not  necessary 
to  eliminate  some  allotments  all  together  and  that  you  must  deprive 
livestock  of  areas  and  have  large  enclosures  to  satisfy  the  wildlife 
goals.   Wildlife  needs  livestock  in  order  to  have  a  8ood  habitat. 

Since  food,  fiber,  housing  and  minerals  are  our  first  necessities 
of  living.  We  should  emphasize  that  grazing,  logging  and  minerals  are 
of  first  importance  in  the  Bodle  Resource  Plan. 

1.  The  objectives  for  the  plan  are  so  unreasonable  that  livestock 
would  not  be  able  to  meet  then. 

2.  We  don't  need  Wild  &    Scenic  Rivers.   This  would  not  allow  us 
to  tend  to  our  water  by  vehicles. 

3.  There  is  no  limit  to  how  far  the  BLM  can  go  in  controlling 
livestock,  in  order  to  benefit  wildlife.  We, as  livestock  operators 
can  not  live  with  this. 
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Page  2 

PUBLIC  MEETING   December  4,  1990 

Draft  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Enviromental  Impact  Statement 

Comments  By  Fred  Fulstone,  Jr. 

U.      There  are  no  objectives  for  woldlife  as  to  numbers. 
5.   The  State  and  U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  people  must  take  care  of 
t~£    |the  Wildlife  themselves  but  not  at  the  expense  of  Livestock  Operators. 

16.   This  plan  is  interfering  with  private  property  rights,  private 
water  rights,  and  our  grazing  rights. 

Uncontrolled  wildlife  is  depleting  our  resources  and  destroying 
property.   If  we  turn  everything  to  wildlife  we  will  become  a  third 
rate  nation. 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  4  (Fred  Fulstone,  Jr.) 

4-1)  The  objectives  for  the  plan  were  developed  so  as  to  be 
reasonable  and  obtainable.  We  believe  the  objectives  can  be 
met  with  changes  in  livestock  management  practice  and  through 
the  construction  of  livestock  management  facilities,  without 
significant  changes  in  overall  allocations. 

4-2)  In  1968  the  U.S.  Congress  mandated  the  Department  of  Interior 
to  evaluate  all  river  systems  for  potential  inclusion  in  the  wild  and 
scenic  river  system.  This  RMP  partially  fulfills  those 
congressional  requirements  through  an  eligibility  determination 
of  all  river  segments  in  the  Resource  Area.  River  segments 
determined  eligible  will  be  studied  for  potential  addition  to  the 
wild  and  scenic  river  system  after  the  RMP  is  completed.  Any 
potential  or  existing  resource  conflicts  with  wild  and  scenic  river 
designation  will  be  evaluated  in  the  upcoming  studies.  Livestock 
grazing  practices  are  still  permitted  under  interim  management 
of  study  rivers  as  described  in  Appendix  3,  p.257  of  the  draft 
RMP. 

4-3)  Both  wildlife  and  livestock  will  benefit  from  improved  livestock 
management,  i.e.  grazing  systems  and  facilities.  The  plan  does 
not  provide  unlimited  restrictions  on  livestock  to  benefit  wildlife. 
We  believe  we  can  meet  both  wildlife  and  range  management 
condition  goals. 

4-4)  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  is  an  agency  required,  in  part, 
to  manage  public  lands  "in  a  manner  that  will  provide  food  and 
habitat  for  fish  and  wildlife"  (see  Public  Law  94-579,  Federal  Land 
Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976).  The  Bureau  defers  to 
state  wildlife  agencies  to  set  goals  for  wildlife  populations. 


526 


4-5)  The  Bureau  coordinates  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 
in  part,  by  conducting  habitat  improvement  projects  to 
implement  recovery  plans  for  species  listed  under  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  (as  amended).  The  Bureau  must  also 
consult  with  USFWS  (under  section  7  of  the  ESA)  on  any  action 
which  is  likely  to  jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  a  listed 
species  or  destruction/modification  of  its  habitat.  Actions  by  the 
Bureau,  in  cooperation  with  the  state  or  other  federal  agencies, 
may  occasionally  affect  livestock  management  operations. 

4-6)  The  plan  is  for  the  management  of  public  lands  and  is  not 
intended  to  interfere  with  private  property  rights,  private  water 
rights,  or  grazing  rights.  It  simply  describes  the  resource 
conditions  we  want  to  achieve  or  maintain  on  public  lands  under 
BLM  jurisdiction. 
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WRITTEN  STATEMENT 


BISHOP  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

(If  you  vish  to  make  a  written  statement,  you  may  do  bo  on 
this  form.   Please  submit  it  to  a  BLM  representative  at  the 
meeting.) 
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Meeting  Location 


Name  (please  print) 


Date: 
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City  State  Zip 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  5   (Jan  K.  Huggans) 

5-1)  Your  comments  regarding  garbage  disposal  at  Bodie  and  the 
cost  of  the  RMP  have  been  noted.  We  will  discuss  the  Park's 
garbage  disposal  procedures  when  we  next  review  our 
cooperative  agreement  with  them. 
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WRITTEN  STATEMENT 


BISHOP  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

(If  you  wish  to  make  a  written  statement,  you  may  do  so  on 
this  form.   Please  submit  It  to  a  BLM  representative  at  the 
meeting.) 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  6     (Secretary  to  Nevada  State 
Grazing  Board) 

6-1)       The  proposed  conversion  from   cattle  to  sheep  has  been 
removed  from  the  final  RMP. 

6-2)        Most  draft  documents  contain  errors.  That  is  one  of  the  reasons 
for  publishing  a  draft.  See  response  51-1. 
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-  The  corxldor  study  Is  Inadequate  and  the  descriptions  of 
Montgomery  Past.,  Queen  Valley  and  North  Benton  are  false  and 
misleading. 

-  There  Is  no  aentlon  of  the  logical  probability  that  a  corridor 
there  would  load  to  use  of  our  valleys  when  the  north/south 
corridor  Is  full. 

-  Public  opposition  should  be  considered  In  the  decision  and 
Included  In  the  rationale. 

-  *e  don't  consider  DSP's  word  to  be  legitimate  proof  of  the  need 
for  a  corridor. 

-  We  support  the  No  Action  alternative! 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  7   (R.  Fandrich) 

7-1)  A  number  of  specific  shortcomings  relative  to  the  corridor  study 
have  been  pointed  out  during  the  comment  period.  Changes 
have  been  made  where  appropriate. 

7-2)  Page  49  of  the  draft  plan  calls  for  the  first  applicant  with  a 
project  proposed  within  the  north-south  DC  Intertie  corridor  to 
conduct  a  study  to  determine  the  corridor's  capacity  for 
additional  powerlines.  Designation  of  this  route  as  a  corridor 
does  not  make  it  more  probable  that  the  Benton,  Hammil,  and 
Chalfant  Valleys  will  be  a  logical  area  for  future  transmission 
lines  after  the  DC  Intertie  corridor  has  been  filled  to  capacity.  If 
and  when  there  is  a  need  to  make  such  a  decision,  it  will  be 
based  upon  the  overall  demand  for  additional  lines  within  the  DC 
Intertie  corridor  and  that  corridor's  capacity  to  accommodate 
those  lines,  neither  of  which  have  been  specifically  evaluated  as 
part  of  this  study. 

7-3)  Only  a  minority  of  the  public  who  have  been  provided  the 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  draft  plan  has  expressed  total 
opposition  to  the  preferred  alternatives  for  utility  corridor 
designations.  All  the  issues  and  responses  provided  by  the 
public,  ranging  from  total  opposition  to  full  support,  have  been 
considered  in  making  a  final  decision. 

7-4)  The  corridor  decision  has  been  changed;  please  see  p.2-47  for 
the  revised  decision  and  rationale.  Also  see  the  general 
response  for  the  corridor  study,  p.  5-1 6. 


WRITTEN  STATEMENT 
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BISHOP  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

(If  you  wish  to  make  a  written  statement,  you  may  do  so  on 
this  form.   Please  submit  It  to  a  BLM  repreaentatlve  at  the 

meeting.) 
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RESPONSES  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  8   (Charlotte  Johnson) 

8-1)  Your  comments  regarding  the  use  of  existing  power  corridors 
and  the  need  to  retain  routes  of  travel  have  been  noted.  A 
concerted  effort  will  be  made  to  place  any  new  transmission 
lines  within  existing  corridors.  Fish  Slough  Road  and  the  other 
major  routes  you  are  concerned  about  will  remain  open.  The 
few  closures  that  will  occur  in  your  area  will  be  done  through  the 
High  Desert  Off-Highway  Vehicle  study. 
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December  6,  1990 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Bishop  Resource  Area 
787  N.  Main  Street 
Bishop,  CA  93514-2498 

Attention:  Holden  Brink 

Dear  Mr.  Brink 

The  following  are  my  comments  pertaining  to  your  Resource  Management  Plan 
Study,  Special  Management  Areas.  All  alternatives  are  unacceptable, 
particularly  Dog  Creek.  This  creek  has  had  extensive  mining  activities  in  the 
past,  leaving  piles  of  boulders  along  its  length  from  the  private  property  on 
the  west  and  for  2-1/2  miles  to  the  northeast  where  it  enters  Virginia  Creek. 
Dog  Creek  is  also  crossed  by  power  and  telephone  lines,  not  at  all  scenic. 

Dog  Creek  is  less  than  a  mile  from  view  of  Highway  395  and  Dunderberg  Creek 
Road,  but  yet  out  of  view  of  passers-by.  These  passers-by  have  not  seen  the 
piles  of  boulders  from  past  mining  activities,  nor  will  they  see  the  present 
mining  operations  that  we  plan  to  conduct,  at  the  same  time  reclaiming  this 
already  damaged  surface. 

As  a  note,  the  Land  Use  Restrictions,  Alternative  #2  is  acceptable,  as  is  the 
Land  and  Minerals,  Alternative  #1.  By  receipt  of  this  letter,  you  are 
petitioned  to  please  exclude  Dog  Creek  from  the  eligible  list  of  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers. 

Sincerely, 

M.  R.  Rambo  and  Associates 

237  E.  Ford 

Las  Vegas,  Nevada  89123 

MRB:cjd 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  9   (M.R.  Rambo  &  Associates) 

9-1)  The  criteria  used  to  identify  eligible  river  study  segments  in  the 
Wild  and  Scenic  River  review  process  include  the  free-flowing 
nature  of  the  river  segment  and  any  associated  outstandingly 
remarkable  values.  Our  initial  assessment  has  determined  that 
Dog  Creek  is  a  free-flowing  river  segment.  Secondly,  the 
boulder  piles  or  tailings  along  the  creek  may  have  historic 
resource  values  associated  with  the  first  Anglo  settlement  in  the 
eastern  Sierra.  We  understand  that  these  tailings  may  have 
been  reworked  subsequent  to  the  Dog  Town  settlement.  During 
the  upcoming  Wild  and  Scenic  River  studies,  we  will  determine 
whether  the  tailings  are  associated  with  the  area's  original 
settlement.  This  information  as  well  as  an  assessment  of  other 
resource  values  along  the  creek  will  be  incorporated  into  our 
final  recommendation.  Any  potential  or  existing  resource 
conflicts  that  would  result  from  any  future  Wild  and  Scenic  River 
designation  will  also  be  considered.  In  the  meantime,  existing 
mining  operations  are  allowed  to  continue. 
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December  5,  1990 

United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Bishop  Resource  Area 

787  North  Main  Street,  Suite  P 

Bishop,  California   93514-2498 

ATTENTION:  HOLDEN  BINK 

Dear  Holden  Brink: 

My  comments  on  the  Draft  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (RMP/EIS). 

LAND  USE  RESTRICTIONS 

ALTERNATIVE  I  2  is  OK. 

LAND  &  MINERALS 

ALTERNATIVE  f   1  is  OK. 

SPECIAL  MANAGEMENT  AREAS  ALTERNATIVES  1,2,3,  &  4  are  unacceptable. 

Please  exclude  Dog  Creek  from  your  Wild  &  Scenic  River  eligibility 
list!  The  mining  activites  of  the  past  has  left  piles  of 
boulders  along  this  creek,  not  very  scenic. 

We  have  many  active  mining  claims  in  this  area  and  plan  to 
ratlaim  the  damaged  surface. 


Sincerely 


cr^ 


Lionel  R.  Tyree 
1301  Bracken  Ave. 
Las  Vegas,  NV  89104 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  10   (Lionel  R.  Tyree) 
10-1)      See  response  to  Letter  9. 
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C  Brent  Wallace 
Clerk  tn  the  Board 


(619)   878-2411 


County  of  Inyo 

BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS 

P.  O.  Drawer  N 
Independence,  California  93526 


II- i 


January  15,  1991 


Mike  Ferguson,  Area  Manager 
U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Bishop  Resource  Area 
787  North  Main  Street,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  California   93514 


SUBJECT:  Comments  by  the  County  of  Inyo  on  the  September,  1990 
Draft  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental 
Impact  Statement 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

The  County  of  Inyo  has  had  the  opportunity  to  review  the  draft 
Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  and  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (EIS).  Inyo  County  would  like  to  offer  the  following 
comments: 

1.  General  Comments 

Overall,  Inyo  County  feels  the  preferred  alternatives 
identified  in  the  draft  plan  applicable  to  Inyo  County  are  an 
appropriate  balance  of  the  multiple-use  mandate  given  the 
BLM.  Critical  environments  and  sensitive  species  will  be 
protected.  Lands  are  identified  for  disposal  to  accommodate 
growth  for  agricultural,  residential,  commercial  and 
industrial  development  in  the  County  and  its  communities. 

2.  Grazing  Issues 

The  listing  of  livestock  grazing  decisions  on  page  24  of  the 
draft  RMP  as  an  issue  considered,  but  dropped  from  further 
analysis  is  misleading.  The  draft  RMP's  preferred 
alternatives  include  prohibitions  on  grazing  in  the  Sherwin, 
Round  Valley,  Keough,  Black  Rock  and  Ash  Creek  allotments; 
development  of  restrictive  allotment  management  plans  for 
other  grazing  allotments;  and  a  total  ban  on  grazing  in  the 
South  Inyo  Management  Area  are  proposed.  This  results  in  the 
loss  of  13,051  acres  of  grazing  allotments  (660  AUM's)  in 
the  County.  This  does  not  include  grazing  exclusion  of 
75,123  acres  in  the  Southern  Inyo  Management  Area. 


Il-I 
cant. 


11-2 


11-3 


BLM  grazing  allotments  in  Inyo  County  were  reviewed  in  the 
1981  Benton  -  Owens  Valley  Grazing  Environmental  Impact 
Statement.  At  that  time  many  of  tne  subject  allotments  were 
restricted  (development  of  Allotment  Management  Plans  (AMPs), 
limits  on  AUMs,  access  to  water  sources,  etc.)  for  the  same 
reasons  they  are  now  proposed  for  elimination.  While 
controversial  to  ranchers,  the  1981  EIS  seemed  to  adequately 
address  the  potential  adverse  environmental  impacts  on  the 
allotments  in  question. 

The  RMP  fails  to  adequately  indicate  why  each  of  the  subject 
allotments  is  proposed  for  elimination.  At  minimum,  the 
draft  RMP  and  EIS  should  indicate  what  changed  circumstances 
have  occurred  since  1981  to  justify  the  proposed  changes  in 
management  under  the  preferred  alternative  for  each  of  the 
Management  Areas.  It  is  the  understanding  of  the  County  that 
the  proposed  elimination  and  restriction  of  grazing 
allotments  is  to  achieve  goals  for  improved  resource 
conditions  on  the  affected  lands.  The  draft  RMP  should 
quantify  these  goals  and  show  how  the  grazing  exclusions  help 
meet  the  goals. 

Many  livestock  operators  utilize  BLM  grazing  allotments  in 
conjunction  with  private  holdings  or  Los  Angeles  Department 
of  Water  and  Power  (LADWP)  grazing  leases  to  maintain 
commercially  viable  agricultural  operations.  While  the 
total  reduction  in  AUMs  is  small,  Inyo  County  feels  the  loss 
of  these  allotments  may  have  a  significant  adverse  impact  on 
agriculture  in  the  County  and  should  be  addressed  in  the 
draft  EIS.  This  and  other  socio-economic  impacts  to  the 
County  should  be  addressed  in  the  draft  EIS.  The  failure  of 
BLM  to  actively  reach  out  to  the  various  cattlemen's 
associations  in  developing  the  preferred  alternative  is 
indicative  of  the  failure  to  address  these  impacts. 

Once  eliminated,  it  is  very  difficult  to  re-establish  grazing 
allotments.  Development  of  AMPs  to  protect  important 
resources,  rather  than  elimination  of  the  allotments,  needs 
to  be  considered.  It  is  the  position  of  Inyo  County  that  no 
economically  and  environmentally  viable  allotments  be 
eliminated  within  the  County. 

Mining  and  Geothermal  Development  Issues 

Mining  and  geothermal  development  is,  and  will  continue  to 
be,  an  important  part  of  the  economy  of  Inyo  County. 
Consequently,  the  County  is  concerned  about  restrictions  on 
mining  and  geothermal  development  in  the  preferred 
alternatives  in  the  draft  RMP. 

The  preferred  alternative  for  the  South  Inyo  Management  Area 
proposes  Visual  Resource  Management  (VRM)  level  II 
restrictions  for  all  non-suitable  wilderness  areas  (page  86). 
This   may   place   significant   restrictions   on   mineral 


5-34 


Ih3 


11-4 


exploration  and  development  in  these  areas.  Since  these 
study  areas  have  been  found  to  be  non-suitable  for 
wilderness,  some  justification  for  the  more  restrictive  VRM 
level  II  restrictions  should  be  included  in  the  draft 
RMP. 

Page  137  of  the  draft  RMP  notes  that  "even  minor 
environmental  constraints  can  render  [mineral  deposits] 
uneconomic."  We  concur  in  this  statement.  Inyo  County  feels 
the  economic  impacts  of  the  proposed  alternative  for  each 
management  area  on  mineral  deposits  should  be  adequately 
quantified  in  the  draft  EIS. 

In  the  South  Inyo  and  Owens  Lake  Management  Areas,  there  are 
policies  in  the  preferred  alternatives  to  "prohibit 
geothermal  exploration  and  development  when  it  conflicts  with 
habitat  for  listed,  candidate,  or  other  listed  species  of 
concern"  (pages  86  and  89,  respectively).  Rather  than  a 
blanket  prohibition,  Inyo  County  feels  these  projects  should 
be  addressed  on  a  case-by-case  basis  with  appropriate  NEPA 
and  CEQA  documents.  In  this  way  geothermal  projects  which 
adequately  mitigate  impacts  to  sensitive  species  could 
proceed  in  keeping  with  the  multiple-use  mandate  of  the  BLM. 

Land  Acquisition  and  Disposal 

Based  upon  Inyo  County  Assessor's  records,  the  preferred 
alternatives  for  Owens  Valley,  Southern  Inyo  and  Owens  Lake 
Management  areas  in  Inyo  County  identify  BLM  acquisition  of 
6,046  acres  and  disposal  of  2,695  acres.  Inyo  County 
believes  the  figures  for  acquisition  and  disposal  should  be 
roughly  equivalent  because  of  potential  impacts  on  economic 
development  and  the  County's  tax  base. 

The  preferred  alternatives  includes  acquisition  of  160  acres 
of  land  which  is  currently  in  private  ownership.  Already, 
98.3  percent  of  Inyo  County  is  in  public  ownership.  The  loss 
of  any  of  the  remaining  private  lands  in  the  County  has  an 
adverse  impact  on  providing  orderly  growth,  affordable 
housing,  and  economic  development  for  our  citizens.  Inyo 
County  has  consistently  indicated  a  concern  regarding  the 
economic  impacts  of  acquisition  of  private  lands  by  public 
agencies  such  as  BLM  on  the  County  and  its  tax  base  (see 
attached  resolution  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  dated  May, 
1966) . 

The  socio-economic  impacts  of  the  proposed  land  acquisitions 
and  disposals  on  Inyo  County  should  be  addressed  in  the  draft 
RMP  and  EIS.  The  County  should  be  provided  a  role  in  the 
coordination  of  the  acquisition  and  disposal  of  BLM  lands 
within  the  County  as  was  provided  during  the  preparation  of 
the  tentative  1986  land  withdrawal  status  agreement  between 
the  County,  BLM  and  LADWP. 
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In  the  draft  RMP,  acquisition  of  the  identified  lands  is  for 
specific  purposes  such  as  protection  of  sensitive  species  and 
will  likely  be  implemented  more  quickly  than  land  disposals 
for  community  expansions  and  other  private  uses.  The  vast 
majority  of  land  acquisitions  and  disposals  will  be 
accomplished  through  land  exchanges  between  LADWP  and  BLM; 
however  the  draft  RMP  contains  no  information  on  linking  land 
acquisitions  with  disposals. 

This  linkage  between  land  acquisitions  and  disposals  needs  to 
be  coordinated  with  Inyo  County.  The  tentative  1986  land 
withdrawal  status  agreement  should  be  affirmed  by  designating 
it  as  a  support  need  in  each  of  the  preferred  alternatives 
for  Management  Areas  in  the  County.  The  support  needs  should 
also  include  the  release  of  lands  for  community  expansion, 
agriculture  and  maintenance  of  the  County's  tax  base.  In 
cases  where  lands  are  exchanged  with  LADWP,  an  equal  amount 
of  BLM  and/or  LADWP  lands  in  the  vicinity  of  existing 
communities  should  be  disposed  of  (at  fair  market  value)  to 
private  ownership  to  help  mitigate  the  problems  caused  by 
federal  and  LADWP  land  ownership. 

To  provide  for  a  modest  two  percent  annual  growth  rate  in  the 
County;  including  housing,  jobs  and  schools;  disposal  of  at 
least  10-15  acres  of  land  a  year  adjacent  to  the  established 
communities  by  BLM  and  LADWP  would  be  necessary.  As  a  major 
landholder  in  the  Owens  Valley,  it  is  the  responsibility  of 
BLM  to  provide  these  opportunities  for  planned  and  orderly 
growth,  affordable  housing  and  a  stable  economic  base  in  the 
draft  RMP.  This  includes  proposed  land  exchanges  between  BLM 
and  LADWP. 

The  draft  RMP  fails  to  indicate  how  many  acres  will  be 
specifically  identified  for  disposal  to  private  ownership  and 
how  many  are  identified  for  exchange  with  LADWP.  Adequate 
assessment  of  the  socio-economic  impacts  is  impossible 
without  this  type  of  information. 

In  addition,  the  extent  of  the  economic  impact  to  Inyo 
County's  tax  base  should  be  assessed  by  a  comparison  of  the 
tax  revenue  from  LADWP  and  private  lands  identified  for 
acquisition  and  disposal  with  the  payments-in-lieu-of-taxes 
(PILT)  paid  on  federal  lands. 

A  specific  concern  is  the  draft  RMP's  identification  of  the 
disposal  of  only  80  acres  of  BLM  lands  adjacent  to  the 
community  of  Independence.  For  many  years,  BLM  and  the 
County  have  agreed  that  280  acres  should  be  made  available 
for  community  expansion  in  this  area.  These  areas  have  been 
so  designated  in  the  1986  tentative  agreement  on  land 
disposals  and  withdrawn  lands  between  Inyo  County,  BLM  and 
LADWP.  These  lands  are  already  designated  for  community 
expansion  in  the  Inyo  County  General  Plan.  The  full  280  acre 
disposal  for  community  expansion  should  be  included  in  the 
preferred  alternative  for  the  Owens  Valley  Management  Area. 
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A  second   specific   concern   is   the   identification  of 
approximately  160  acres  to  be  disposed  of  for  agricultural 
II-  9  development  in  the  Owens  Valley  Management  Area  at  the  south 

of  Black  Canyon.  We  do  not  believe  this  area  is  suitable 
for  intensive  agriculture  and  lies  within  a  Tule  Elk  calving 
area  as  identified  on  page  125  of  the  draft  EMP. 

5.   Powerline  Transmission  Corridors 

The  draft  RMP's  analysis  of  the  transmission  line  corridor 
alternatives  is  inadequate  to  form  the  basis  of  a  preferred 
alternative  (Soldier  Canyon).  In  fact,  the  recommended 
designation  of  State  Highway  168  as  a  scenic  byway  would  seem 
to  conflict  with  this  alternative. 

Designation  of  the  Soldier  Canyon  alternative  is  in  essence 
creating  a  dead-end  power line  corridor.  Such  an  effort  needs 
to  be  coordinated  with  the  Inyo  National  Forest,  and  BLM 
resource  areas  in  California,  Nevada  and  Utah.  Such  an 
effort  should  be  driven  by  a  proven  need  for  such  a  corridor. 
It  is  the  responsibility  of  the  Western  Power  Administration 
to  first  show  the  need  for  such  a  corridor;  then  for  the 
affected  agencies,  including  Inyo  County,  to  work  together  in 
the  alternative  selection  process.  For  these  reasons,  Inyo 
County  opposes  the  Soldier  Canyon  alternative  and  believes 
the  designation  of  an  east-west  transmission  line  corridor 
should  be  dropped  from  the  RHP. 

In  addition,  although  a  site-specific  EIS  will  be  prepared 
for  the  preferred  alternative,  the  selection  process  in  this 
EIS  requires  a  description  of  each  of  the  alternatives, 
including  an  adequate  amount  of  baseline  data  (inventories  of 
sensitive  plants  and  animals,  cultural  resources,  visual 
impacts,  etc.)  to  justify  selection  of  the  preferred 
alternative.  As  such,  the  analysis  is  inadequate  under  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1976  (NEPA) .  From  the 
limited  analysis,  it  appears  all  the  alternatives  will  have 
roughly  the  same  adverse  impacts.  The  main  rational  for  the 
preferred  alternative  seems  to  be  to  avoid  construction  of  60 
miles  of  transmission  lines  along  existing  corridors  in  the 
Owens  Valley.  This  does  not  offset  the  impacts  to  elk, 
sensitive  plants  and  cultural  resources.  If  the  preferred 
alternative  is  retained  in  the  final  RHP,  this  portion  of  the 
draft  EIS  should  be  revised  and  recirculated. 

Other  Impacts 

Prohibiting  fuelwood  harvesting  in  the  Owens  Valley  and  Owens 
Lake  Management  Areas  may  be  a  hardship  on  residents. 
I'-ll  Existing  levels  of  fuelwood  harvesting  need  to  be  quantified 
to  assess  this  impact.  Would  this  impact  fuelwood  gathering 
for  camping  uses?  More  information  is  needed  in  the  draft 
RHP  and  EIS  to  justify  why  this  is  necessary. 
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If  watershed  withdrawals  are  lifted  as  proposed  in  the 
preferred  alternatives,  how  would  this  impact  development  of 
ll-ll  A  small  hydroelectric  generation  projects?  These  projects  can 
have  significant  adverse  impacts  on  fishery  and  riparian 
resources.  Inyo  County  believes  this  issue  needs  to  be 
specifically  addressed  in  the  draft  RHP. 

Protection  of  mule  deer  winter  ranges  and  tule  elk  calving 
areas  may  have  adverse  impacts  on  public  access  to  BLM  lands 
for  recreational  and  other  purposes.  The  proposed 
management  measures  (restrictions  on  entry,  vehicle  access, 
etc.)  should  be  either  identified  and  discussed  in  the  draft 
RMP  and  EIS  or  future  development  of  individual  management 
plans  for  each  of  these  areas  with  adequate  public 
participation  should  be  identified  as  a  support  need. 
Additional  information  is  needed  in  order  to  assess  the 
extent  of  these  impacts  and  comply  with  the  requirements  of 
NEPA. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  this  document,  as  well  as 
the  courteous  assistance  provided  by  your  staff.  Please  provide 
copies  of  any  revisions  to  the  draft  RHP  or  EIS;  final  RHP  and 
EIS;  and  Record  of  Decision  to  Inyo  County  at  the  following 
address : 


Hr.  Roger  DeHart,  Planning  Director 
Inyo  County  Planning  Department 

Post  Office  Drawer  L 
Independence,  California  93526 


Please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  Hr.  DeHart  at  (619)  878-2411, 
extension  2263,  if  you  have  any  questions  regarding  our  comments. 


Sincerely, 


Robert  Campbell, ^Chairman 

Inyo  County  Board  of  Supervisors 


attachment 
RC:CT 


Board  Resolution  No.  66-37 
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RESOLUTION  NO.  66-  37 

WHEREAS,  the  orderly  administration  of  a  system 
of  county  government  requires  a  stable  source  of  tax  reve- 
nues upon  which  budgetary  considerations  may  be  based;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  primary  source  of  county  tax  revenue 
is  real  property  taxation  based  upon  the  assessed  valuation 
of  all  taxable  real  property  situate  within  a  given  county; 
and 

WHEREAS,  annual  county  budgeting  of  appropriations 
and  expenditures  must  rely  largely  on  a  fixed  real  property 
assessment  valuation;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  State  government  and  Federal  govern- 
ment systems  are  empowered  to  acquire  real  property  for 
various  purposes  including  recreation  and  water  development; 
and 

'  WHEREAS,  such  acquisition  removes  the  real  property 
Involved  from  a  county's  tax  rolls  to  the  detriment  of  both 
the  current  budget  and  the  permanent  fixed  tax  base;  and 

WHEREAS,  such  acquisitions  have  occured  in  Inyo 
County  causing  a  disruptive  effect  upon  current  budgetary 
considerations  to  the  detriment  of  the  citizens  of  ths 
County; 

IT  IS  HEREBY  RESOLVED  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
of  the  County  of  Inyo  declares  Itself  opposed  to  such  ac- 
quisitions Insofar  as  they  are  disruptive  to  the  orderly  fis- 
cal administration  of  County  government  and  do  hereby  pe- 
tition the  State  and  Federal  Legislatures  for  relief. 

Passed  and  adopted  this  l6th  day  of  May,  1966. 


RESPONSE   TO    COMMENT   LETTER    11 
Supervisors) 


(Inyo   County   Board   of 


11-1)  The  following  rationale  explains  management  decisions  which 
differ  from  those  determined  in  the  1981  Benton  -  Owens  Valley 
Grazing  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS). 

The  Keough  and  Black  Rock  public  lands  were  established  as 
allotments  to  accommodate  additional  grazing  demand  in  the 
event  a  qualified  applicant  was  interested  in  grazing  the  area. 
No  applications  were  received.  Additionally,  a  review  of  those 
areas  for  grazing  useability  and  manageability  led  to  a 
determination  that  they  would  be  better  suited  to  having  no 
grazing  use.  Hence,  the  decision  is  that  they  will  remain 
unallocated.   No  prior  grazing  use  or  AUMs  are  eliminated. 

The  Sherwin  and  Round  Valley  allotments  are  existing 
allotments.  The  1981  Grazing  EIS  had  determined  that 
continued  livestock  grazing  would  best  be  accomplished  by 
establishing  allotment  management  plans  (AMPs)  to  meet  goals 
for  both  livestock  grazing  and  mule  deer  winter  range  habitat 
requirements  for  the  Sherwin  and  Buttermilk  herds.  One 
individual  is  and  has  been  the  sole  permittee  for  each  allotment. 
In  1982  the  permittee  was  consulted  regarding  the  effect  of  the 
decision  not  to  allow  continued  grazing  use  until  AMPs  were 
developed  and  implemented.  At  that  time  he  verified  that  he  had 
not  made  any  actual  grazing  use  of  either  allotment  for  the  past 
1 5  years.  The  decision  was  issued  and  there  was  no  appeal. 

Since  1982  this  office  has  focused  its  AMP  development 
elsewhere  in  the  Resource  Area  to  deal  with  more  pressing 
issues  and  resource  management  concerns.  During  this  period 
the  permittee  has  not  requested  that  the  Sherwin  and  Round 
Valley  AMPs  be  prepared. 
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The  overriding  resource  concerns  for  the  Sherwin  and  Round 
Valley  allotments  have  been  the  total  forage  availability  and 
vegetation  condition  for  both  livestock  and  mule  deer.  The 
decision  to  discontinue  livestock  grazing  is  based  on  the  lack  of 
actual  livestock  grazing  use  and  the  Bureau's  concern  for  habitat 
conditions  of  the  mule  deer  winter  range. 

The  Southern  Inyo  unallotted  area  was  not  adequately 
addressed  in  the  1981  Grazing  EIS;  however,  an  environmental 
assessment  (EA)  was  prepared  in  1985  to  analyze  the  potential 
impacts  from  grazing  the  area.  The  resulting  decision  denied 
the  proposed  grazing  use  on  the  basis  of  low  forage  production, 
lack  of  water,  steep  slopes  making  much  of  the  area  unusable, 
and  its  wilderness  study  area  status.  The  same  rationale  still 
applies;  therefore,  that  decision  will  remain  unchanged  in  the 
RMP. 

11-2)  The  loss  of  AUMs  for  the  Keough,  Black  Rock,  Sherwin  and 
Round  Valley  allotments  in  Inyo  County  is  small  and  is  not 
viewed  by  the  Bureau  as  posing  a  significant  adverse  impact  to 
the  agriculture  economy  for  the  following  reasons: 

1.  The  Keough  and  Black  Rock  allotments  have  had  no 
permittees  and  have  not  been  used  for  grazing. 

2.  The  Sherwin  and  Round  Valley  allotments  have  had  no 
grazing  use  for  the  past  20  years.  The  permittee  has  one  of  the 
larger  livestock  operations  not  only  within  Inyo  County  but  also 
in  Mono  and  Kern  counties.  His  overall  operation  is  diversified 
and  controls  a  substantial  amount  of  non-federal  grazing  land. 
His  operation  would  not  be  significantly  adversely  impacted. 

3.  The  Ash  Creek  and  Southern  Inyo  unallotted  areas  are  not 
currently  grazed. 

With  respect  to  livestock  grazing  the  socioeconomic  impacts  in 
the  RMP  are  similar  to  those  addressed  under  Alternative  II  of 
the  1981  Benton-Owens  Valley  Grazing  EIS.  Those  grazing 
decisions,  particularly  with  regard  to  AUM  adjustments,  were 
made  over  8  years  ago.    Therefore  the  overall  impacts  to  the 


livestock  sector ,  of  the  local  economy  have  not  been  as 
significant  as  previously  analyzed,  and  the  8  year  period  has 
allowed  for  renewed  stability  to  those  previously  affected  in  1 981 
- 1982. 

11-3)      See  rewritten  minerals  section  in  Chapter  4. 

The  geothermal  policy  in  the  Owens  Lake  and  South  Inyo 
management  areas  is  not  a  blanket  prohibition.  In  each  case,  a 
project  would  be  analyzed  through  the  NEPA  process.  If  it  could 
be  developed  in  a  manner  which  would  protect  these  species, 
it  would  be  allowed. 

The  estimate  for  the  increase  in  VRM  classifications  is  described 
in  Chapter  2  of  the  final  RMP.  Appendix  4  of  the  final  RMP 
provides  additional  information.  Parameters  which  apply  to  the 
VRM  classes  are  described  in  Chapter  1,  Standard  Operating 
Procedures. 

In  the  South  Inyo  management  area  there  are  22,337  acres  of 
high  or  moderate  mineral  potential.  Of  these,  5,061  acres,  or 
22%  are  in  VRM-1  areas  and  9,157  acres,  or  40%  are  in  VRM-2 
areas.  The  Southern  Inyo  Wilderness  Study  Area  covers  28,200 
acres  and  will  be  withdrawn  from  mining,  pending  congressional 
approval. 

11-4)      See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals  (p.  5-9). 

1 1  -5)  See  general  responses  for  watershed  withdrawal  (p.5-8)  and  for 
acquisitions  and  disposals. 

11-6)      See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals. 

11-7)  In  the  Owens  Valley  taxes  run  from  about  $5  per  acre  (for 
remote  lands  without  water)  to  about  $20  per  acre  (for  lands 
near  Bishop).  BLM  payment  in  lieu  of  taxes  amounts  to  about 
$10.70  per  acre.  The  financial  impacts  of  each  land  exchange 
will  be  analyzed  in  site  specific  environmental  assessments. 
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11-8)  The  RMP  preferred  alternative  has  been  revised  to  include  280 
acres  for  community  expansion  west  of  Independence. 

11-9)  This  proposed  disposal  has  been  dropped  from  the  RMP 
preferred  alternative.  This  was  a  carryover  from  the  earlier  MFP. 
Thank  you  for  calling  it  to  our  attention. 


11-10)    This  decision  has  been  changed  in  the  final. 
Chapter  2  for  the  revised  decision  and  rationale. 


Please  see 


11-11)  Fuelwood  harvesting  in  the  Owens  Valley  and  Owens  Lake 
Management  Area  will  be  prohibited  due  to  the  scarcity  of  trees 
in  those  areas.  Most  residents  of  the  Owens  Valley  obtain  their 
fuelwood  from  either  the  Inyo  National  Forest  or  BLM  lands 
within  the  Tonopah  Resource  Area. 

1 1  -1 1  A)   Please  see  general  response  for  watershed  withdrawals  (p.5-8). 

11-12)  Mule  deer  winter  range  and  tule  elk  calving  areas  comprise  a 
very  small  percentage  of  the  total  resource  area.  These  areas 
remain  available  for  multiple  use.  Discretionary  actions  (i.e. 
fence  construction,  road  construction,  geothermal  exploration, 
motorized  vehicle  events)  which  would  adversely  affect  these 
areas  would  not  be  allowed.  The  determination  of  whether 
adverse  effects  would  occur  is  made  by  the  BLM  Area  Manager. 
Specific  management  plans  (such  as  the  High  Desert  OHV  plan) 
will  address  measures  to  ensure  foreseeable  adverse  effects  do 
not  occur. 
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WRITTEN  STATEMENT 


BISHOP  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

(If  you  wish  to  make  a  written  statement,  you  may  do  so  on 
this  form.   Please  submit  it  to  a  BLM  representative  at  the 
meeting.) 


LIVESTOCK  DRIVE 

CORRIDORS  - 

I  would 

like  to 

see  language 

included 

in  ^}e  EIS  to  Droter.t  the  biIbHiib 

corridors  for 

driving 

stock  up  and 

down 

the 

valley. 

Due 

to  the  nature 

of 

the 

area  all  livestock  utilization  cannot  be  centralized,  without  negative  impact 
on  the  resources. 


Driving  livestock  1b  also  a  recreational  activity  that  people  enlov  and 


talk  about  for  a  life  time.  Horse  drives  from  Independence  to  the  mountains 
have  been  practiced  for  years. by  the  packers.  We  as  livestock  producers 


have  been  planning  and  working  out  details  for  cattle  drives,  using  commercial 
packers  for  organization  and  marketing. 


Submitted  By: 


Ken  Zimmerman 


Meeting  Location:    Bishop 


(town) 


Name  (please  print) 

P.O.    Box   910 


Street  Address 


Date: 


11/29/90 


City 


Bellflower,  Ca.  90706 


State 


Zip 
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WRITTEN  STATEMENT 


BISHOP  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

(If  you  wish  to  make  a  written  statement,  you  may  do  so  on 
this  form.  Please  submit  it  to  a  BLM  representative  at  the 
meeting.) 


WILD  4  SCENIC  RIVER  -  FISH  SLOUGH 


The  main  channel  is  in  private  ground  (DWP)  and  was  man  made  so  that 

better  drainage  of  the  slough  could  be  accomplished.  The  BLM  section  for  the 
most  part  is  completely  man  made,  prior  to  your  acquistlon  from  Zack  Ranch. 
Man  made  canals,  sloughs,  ditches,  and  water  ways  should  not  be  considered 
for  classification.  They  should  be  managed  and  maintained  for  their  primary 
use,  water  shed.  All  other  use  management  plans  should  compliment  the  primary 
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WRITTEN  STATEMENT 


BISHOP  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

(If  you  wish  to  make  a  written  statement,  you  may  do  bo  on 
this  form.   Please  submit  it  to  a  BLM  representative  at  the 
meeting.) 


BODIE  HILLS  MA  ALTERNATIVES  3  &  4 


The  proposed  conversion  of  cattle  to  sheep  usage  on  these  ranges,  would 
be  devastating  to  existing  ranches  and  livestock  users.  We  should  be  considering 
the  need  of  re-allocation  of  AUM's  to  the  Goat  Ranch.  These  AUM's  need  to 


convert  from  sheep  to  cattle  to  be  compatible  and  compliment  the  current  area 
usage.  The  large  majority  of  water  in  the  area  is  on  private  ground.  Fencing 
of  the  private  ground,  so  that  we  can  utilize  all  available  feed,  would  have 
some  impact  on  the  free  roaming  nature  of  the  wild  life  in  the  area. 
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WRITTEN  STATEMENT 


BISHOP  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  FLAN 

(If  you  wish  to  make  a  written  statement,  you  may  do  so  on 
this  form.  Please  submit  it  to  a  BLM  representative  at  the 

meeting.) 


Benton  MA  Alternatives  3  &  4 


Alternatives  3  &  4  are  asking  for  livestock  grazing  to  be  prohibited 


on  the  Fish  Slough  allotments.  These  closures  would  have  negative  impact  on 
our  proposed  grazing  plan. 


We  are  lease  holders  on  DWP  Lease,  Fish  Sloughes,  and  have  a  grazing 
plan  proposed  to  the  DWP.  The  south  allotment  is  critical  in  this  plan,  as  it 


is  the  water  source  needed  so  utilization  of  proposed  grazing  cells  can  be 
realized. 


On  the  north  end  of  the.  Fish  Sloughes,  the  allotment  and  proposed 

closure  would  remove  all  water  access  from  the  southeast  portion  of  the  Hammil 


Valley  allotment.  This  narrow  corridor  should  be  left  available  or  attached 
to  Hammil  Valley  to  enhance  utilization  of  available  AUM's  in  this  area.  It 


would  also  take  pressure  off  the  north  end  of  Hammil  Valley  where  your  deer 
herds  winter. 


We  as  lease  holders  support  the  items  of  Alternative  112   -  manage  for 
livestock  grazing  and  mineral  development. 
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WRITTEN  STATEMENT 


BISHOP  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

(If  you  wish  to  make  a  written  statement,  you  may  do  so  on 
this  form.  Please  submit  it  to  a  BLM  representative  at  the 
meeting.) 


I  believe  that  consideration  should  be  given  to  another  theme  to  all  nf 

the  management  plans:  Manage  and  enhance  all  commercial  and  nnn,  commercial 


uses  of  public  lands  in  such  a  manner  that  is  economically  and  environmentally 
sound.  Promote  mutlple  use,  not  protectionist  policies  which  are  self  serving 


for  one  department,  species,  or  group.  Develop  and  manage  planB  within  our 
budgets  and  secure  and  administer  all  available  funds  in  such  a  manner  so  that 


existing  projects  are  finished  prior  to  starting  any  new  projects. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  12  (Ken  Zimmerman) 

12-1)  Historically-used  livestock  driveways  will  remain  unaffected  by 
decisions  in  the  RMP.  Crossing  permits  will  still  be  required  if 
livestock  trailing  exceeds  one  day  duration  and  will  be  subject  to 
pertinent  stipulations  regarding  minimum  distance  to  be  traveled, 
route  to  be  taken,  location  of  watering  or  overnight  stops,  and 
maximum  time  allowed  for  trailing. 

Trailing  of  livestock  by  a  permittee  is  subject  to  the  Bureau's 
Grazing  Administration  regulations,  whereas  horse  or  cattle 
drives  for  commercial  purposes  (i.e.  packers  charging  fees  for 
services)  require  Recreation  Permits.  Both  types  of  uses  are 
compatible  with  the  decisions  in  the  proposed  Bishop  Resource 
Management  Plan. 

Livestock  drive  corridors  are  not  mentioned  in  the  plan  because 
no  changes  have  been  made  since  the  1 982  and  1 983  grazing 
decisions  relative  to  trailing. 

12-2)  Our  reevaluation  of  Fish  Slough's  eligibility  for  Wild  and  Scenic 
River  Study  has  indicated  that  the  main  channel  on  Bureau  land 
is  a  result  of  natural  processes.  We  have  determined  that  man- 
made  developments  in  the  area  consist  of  low  dams  built  in  the 
1940's.  These  dams  are  no  longer  maintained  nor  serve  any 
useful  purpose.  We  maintain  that  Fish  Slough  is  free-flowing  as 
defined  by  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  of  1968:  "...existing  or 
flowing  in  a  natural  condition  without  impoundment,  diversion, 
straightening,  rip-rapping,  or  other  modification  of  the  waterway. 
The  existence,  however,  of  low  dams,  diversion  works  and  other 
minor  structures  at  the  time  any  river  is  proposed  for  inclusion 
in  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  system  shall  not 
automatically  bar  consideration  for  its  inclusion...." 

Additionally,  potential  or  existing  resource  conflicts  that  would 
result  from  any  Wild  and  Scenic  River  designation  will  be 
evaluated  in  the  upcoming  suitability  studies. 

12-3)  The  Goat  Ranch  allotment  had  been  grazed  by  one  sheep 
permittee  who  leased  the  base  property  from  two  separate 


parties  until  June  8,  1986,  at  which  time  he  had  no  desire  to 
renew  his  lease.  We  contacted  the  base  property  owners 
informing  them  of  the  requirement  to  transfer  the  privileges  within 
90  days  or  be  subject  to  cancellation  of  the  permit.  No  new 
lease  was  found  and  no  other  qualified  applicants  filed  an 
application  for  the  grazing  privileges  on  the  Goat  Ranch 
allotment. 

Therefore,  at  the  discretion  of  the  Bureau,  the  decision  was 
made  in  1987  to  incorporate  the  former  Goat  Ranch  allotment 
into  the  Rancheria  Gulch  allotment,  which  also  has  always  been 
a  sheep  allotment.  Effectively  the  Goat  Ranch  allotment  has  not 
existed  since  1 988. 

The  decision  regarding  the  conversion  from  cattle  to  sheep  use 
within  the  Bodie  Hills  Management  Area  has  been  removed  from 
the  final  plan. 

12-4)  The  area  of  your  DWP  lease  in  Fish  Slough,  and  the  majority  of 
public  land  with  which  you  are  concerned,  are  in  Zone  1  of  the 
Fish  Slough  ACEC  Plan  which  was  adopted  in  October  of  1984. 
The  identified  management  philosophy  for  Zone  1  focuses  on: 

1)  preserving  and  enhancing  the  natural  integrity  of  Fish  Slough 
and  its  associated  habitats; 

2)  ensuring  stable  and  healthy  populations  of  native  plants  and 
animals. 

Goal  #3  of  the  ACEC  Plan  is  to  reduce  adverse  impacts  in 
livestock  grazing  activities  near  and  within  the  wetlands  habitats. 
The  following  items  are  excerpted  for  the  plan: 

Action:  a)  Construct  necessary  fence  separating  the  Volcanic 
Tablelands  and  Hammil  Valley  allotments  within  the  ACEC.  b) 
Determine  grazing  allocation,  if  any,  and  proper  grazing 
management  measures  to  be  applied  in  harmony  with  the 
management  philosophy  for  the  ACEC  in  the  Fish  Slough 
Allotment  (No.  6004).  c)  Minimize  trailing  and  sheep  grazing 
activities  from  adversely  influencing  habitat  conditions  in  the 
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area  through  strict  adherence  to  allotment  boundaries  and/or 
trailing  permit  stipulations. 

Discussion:  Some  of  these  actions  were  identified  in  BLM's 
Benton-Owens  Valley  Management  Framework  Plan  Decision 
(1982)  for  Livestock  Grazing  Management.  These  livestock 
grazing  actions  should  minimize  adverse  effects  to  wetland  and 
aquatic  habitats  and  yet  provide  some  opportunities  to  utilize 
available  range  resources. 

Implementation:  Actions  a  and  b  will  be  completed  in  Phase  I. 
Action  c  will  be  a  continuing  effort. 

Although  this  was  the  intent  at  the  time,  at  subsequent  meetings 
the  participating  agencies  have  decided  that  pursuit  of  actions 
a  and  b  would  not  be  meeting  the  intent  of  the  management 
philosophy  for  Zone  1. 

Past  and  frequent  instances  of  livestock  leaving  the  fenced  DWP 
leased  lands,  fence  and  gate  maintenance  problems,  vandalism, 
increased  public  use  and  concerns  over  existing  grazing  use 
would  only  be  compounded  by  expanding  grazing  use  beyond 
current  areas  and  current  vegetation  grazing  levels. 

The  best  interests  and  spirit  of  the  ACEC  Plan  would  not  be  met 
by  accommodating  additional  grazing  use  on  the  adjacent  public 
land.  The  added  expense  of  additional  fencing  necessary  to 
furnish  approximately  35-45  AUMs  of  forage  would  not  be  cost 
effective. 

The  management  theme  for  Alternative  4  -  Area  Wide  (page  49 
of  the  draft)  is  very  similar  to  what  you  propose.  We  believe  our 
proposal  is  a  good  balance  of  multiple  use.  If  it  leans  toward 
"protectionist  policies,"  it  is  in  part  because  of  the  importance  of 
environmental  amenities  to  the  economy  of  the  region. 

Your  suggestion  that  existing  projects  be  finished  before  starting 
new  ones  is  a  good  one. 
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393  Mt.  Tom  Rd, 
Bishop,  CA   93514 
12  December  1990 

Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
787  N.  Main  St. ,  Suite  P 
Bishop.  CA  93514 

To  the  Manager: 

Please  consider  the  following  comments  on  the  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan 
and  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Bishop  Resource  Area. 

My  comments  center  on  the  proposed  transmission  line  corridors  that  would 
traverse  the  White  and/or  Inyo  Mountains,  and  continue  south  through  the  Owens 
Valley.  The  rationale  for  these  corridors  (pg.  90)  is  for  increased  system 
reliability  for  the  delivery  of  power  to  Southern  California. 
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The  other  White  Mountain  corridors  are   not  acceptable  either,  All  of  them  would 
have  to  emerge  at  the  south  on  the  margins  of  the  Owens  Lake,  where  it  is 
admitted  that  " there  is  little  room  between  Owens  Lake  and  the  steep  slopes  of 
the  Sierra"  <pg.  139).  Extending  the  corridor  eastward  into  the  lake  basin  is 
inadvisable  due  to  the  sensitive  wetland  habitat  created  by  creek  ingresses  and 
a  series  of  springs  and  seeps  in  the  area.  All  such  impacts  would  have  to 
avoided  or  expensively  mitigated. 

Given  that  the  analysis  of  the  alternatives  concedes  that  not  only  are    the 
"requirement  s  for  new  corridors  environmental ly  less  desireable  than  using 
existing  developed  corridors"  (pg.  275),  but  also  that  the  costs  for  buiiding 
the  longer  transmission  lines  to  the  south  "would  not  be  more,  and  may  even  be 
less  because  of  the  extensive  mitigation  measures  that  would  be  required  to 
reduce  visual  and  other  impacts  in  the  Owens  Valley  and  the  east-west  study 
areas"  (pg.  206 )  ,  it  is  hard  to  accept  the  proposal  to  develop  these 
corridors.  The  rationale  of  improved  reliability  to  prevent  power  blackouts  in 
the  southwest  is  especial ly  weak  in  light  of  the  fact  that  about  1/3  of  the 
power  to  this  region  is  already  being  transmitted  through  the  Owens  Valley 
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(pg.  206).  Protections  against  most  of  the  catastrophes  cited  could  be  as 
easily  implemented  in  the  Las  Vegas  corridor  as   n  the  Owens  Valley  onei 
indeed,  the  earthquake  concerns  (which  are  the  only  ones  which  are  especially 
believeable)  would  be  worse  in  this  seismically  unstable  region. 
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Sincerely  . 

JfrkfCSM,\ 

Car la  R .  Scheidl inger 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  13   (Carla  R.  Scheidlinger) 

13-1)  The  powerline  corridor  study's  environmental  impacts,  including 
impacts  to  sensitive  plants,  are  estimates  based  upon  current 
resource  inventories  and  professional  knowledge.  Only  through 
a  site-specific  environmental  analysis  can  a  more  detailed 
inventory,  including  an  inventory  of  the  occurrence  and  species 
of  sensitive  plants  in  the  area,  be  made.  Such  an  analysis  will 
also  identify  any  opportunities  to  avoid  or  mitigate  impacts  to 
resource  values. 

It  is  the  policy  of  both  agencies  involved  in  the  corridor  study  not 
to  display,  in  public  documents  such  as  this,  maps  or 
information  detailing  the  location  and  species  of  sensitive  plants 
in  our  current  inventory.  Doing  so  attracts  interest  to  the 
location  of  these  plants,  and  could  result  in  negative  impacts. 

Over  75%  of  the  federal  lands  within  the  Soldier  Canyon 
Alternative  Corridor  area  are  within  the  Inyo  National  Forest.  The 
Inyo  National  Forest  Land  and  Resource  Management  Plan 
identifies  a  "multiple  use"  management  prescription  for  those 
lands,  with  no  emphasis  on  any  particular  resource.  Powerline 
corridor  designation  within  the  Soldier  Canyon  area  would  be 
consistent  with  this  management  direction  and  with  the  draft 
RMP's  proposed  action  for  the  Owens  Valley  Management  Area. 
However,  the  decision  has  been  changed;  please  see  Chapter 
2. 

13-2)      See  the  general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.5-1 6),  item  5. 
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13-3)  See  the  Need  Analysis  section  of  the  corridor  study  general 
response.  Depending  on  the  location  of  new  power  sources,  the 
routing  distance  may  also  be  significantly  less  through  the 
Owens  Valley  for  transmission  to  Southern  California  than 
through  the  Las  Vegas  area. 

The  draft  RMP  does  not  say  that  1/3  of  Southern  California's 
electrical  power  needs  are  already  being  transmitted  through  the 
Owens  Valley.  It  states  (on  p.206)  that  the  amount  of  electricity 
currently  being  transmitted  through  the  Owens  Valley  is  only 
about  1/2  the  amount  currently  being  transmitted  through  the 
Las  Vegas  area. 

Regardless  of  whether  the  potential  for  earthquakes  may  be 
higher  in  the  Owens  Valley  than  in  Las  Vegas  area,  further 
utilization  of  the  Owens  Valley  would  serve  to  increase  system 
reliability  by  providing  for  greater  opportunities  for  alternative 
-transmission  of  power  that  might  be  necessary  as  a  result  of 
earthquakes  causing  the  interruption  of  transmission  in  either 
location. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  14   (Donald  B.  Constans) 

14-1)  The  corridor  decision  has  been  changed;  please  see  Chapter  2 
(p.2-47)  for  the  revised  decision  and  rationale.  Also  see  the 
general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.5-16).  A  site-specific 
environmental  impact  statement  (EIS)  will  be  required  for  any 
future  transmission  line  project  proposed  within  the  Soldier 
Canyon  area,  including  an  environmental  analysis  that  will  solicit 
public  comments  and  concerns  about  the  impacts  of  powerline 
construction  and  maintenance  in  the  area.  During  such  an 
analysis,  concerns  related  to  off-highway  vehicle  use  can  be 
addressed.  Site-specific  construction  and/or  development 
measures  can  be  identified  which  could  serve  to  preclude 
additional  unauthorized  off-highway  vehicle  use,  or  perhaps  even 
reduce  current  levels. 

While  the  Soldier  Canyon  area  might  be  considered  "semi- 
pristine",  it  also  has  several  primitive  roads  and  a  limited  amount 
of  mineral  exploration  activity.  Transmission  line  use  would  not 
be  inconsistent  with  the  management  direction  for  this  area 
identified  in  the  Inyo  National  Forest  Land  and  Resource 
Management  Plan  or  in  this  RMP. 
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3M1  Terrace  Dr. 
Riverside,  CA  92507 
Dec.  10,  1990 


Mr.  Mike  Ferguson 
Area  Manager,  BLM 
787  North  Main  St. 
Suite  P 
Bishop 
CA  93514 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

It  has  cose  to  my  attention  that  the  draft  plan  -for  managing  the  lands  of 
the  Bishop  Resource  Area  is  inadequate.   In  particular,  I  urge  that  all  pro- 
posed Wilderness  Study  Areas  be  seriously  considered  for  wilderness,  and  that 
stocking  rates  for  livestock  be  very  seriously  re-evaluated  with  regard  to  the 
extreme  drought  conditions  current,  the  likelihood  of  their  continuing,  and 
the  obvious  degradation  of  the  range  in  any  case.   I  am  also  concerned  about 
off-road  vehicles  and  their  impact  on  stock  and  wildlife.   In  short,  I  think 
that  a  much  more  conservative  approach  to  wise  use  is  called  for,  given  very 
heavy  use  of  the  area  and  conditions  of  drought  and  apparent  degrading  of 
resources. 

Sincerely, 
A      ^<\^^~ -^ .-  o^v 
E.  N.  Anderson 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  15   (E.  N.  Anderson) 

15-1)  Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 
For  your  comments  about  OHV  management,  please  see  the 
OHV  general  response  (p.5-8). 

15-2)  Livestock  permittees  voluntarily  make  adjustments  in  their 
grazing  use  when  fluctuation  in  the  conditions  of  the  range 
occur,  such  as  the  present  drought  situation.  Examples  are  57% 
nonuse  in  1990  and  an  anticipated  64%  nonuse  in  1991. 
Additionally  the  Bureau's  grazing  regulations  permit  us  to 
temporarily  suspend  all  or  part  of  active  grazing  use  due  to 
drought,  fire  or  other  natural  causes.  The  goals  and  decisions 
of  this  plan  strive  to  ensure  that  rangeland  conditions  support 
the  needs  of  wildlife  and  livestock. 
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/7.  S.  &u*  &>. 

P.  O.  Box  128 
Bridgeport,  CA  93517 

Lie'-ember   10,    1990 


Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
78?  N.  Main  St.,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  Ca  93514 

Gentlemen i 

We  would  like  to  rfcgister  our  opposition  to  the 
H  -  I  proposed  Alternate  4  of  your  Draft  Management  Plan. 

It  appears  that  the  multiple  use  concept  of  your 
agency  has  been  tilted  in  favor  of  a  special  interest 
group,  namely  the  environmentalists.   We  feel  that 
all  the  users  of  the  public  domain  should  receive  equal 
consideration  under  the  rules  and  requirements  of 
appropriate  Federal,  State,  and  local  governmental 
agencies.  You  now  have  the  authority  to  control  and 
regulate  use3  which  could  degrade  the  environment,  but 
that  should  not  prohibit  recreational,  livestock,  and 
mining  interests  from  also  using  this  public  land. 


Sincerely, 


Walter  B.  Cain 
Sec'y  J.  S.  Cain  Co 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  16   (J.S.  Cain  Co.) 
16-1)      Please  see  response  12-5. 
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Wfestern  Utility  Group 


n  ad  hoc  organization  of  major  western  utilities 


Arizona  Pabllc  Service  Company  Idaho  Power  Company  Pacific  Power  and  Light  Company  Public  Service  Company  of  New  Mexico 
Utah  Power  and  Light  Company  Southern  California  Edlaon  Company  Sierra  Pacific  Power  Company  Montana  Power  Company 
Public  Service  Company  of  Colorado  Nevada  Power  Company  San  Diego  Gaa  and  Electric  Company  Northwest  Pipeline  Company 
Pacific  Gaa  and  Electric  Company        Salt  River  Project        Puget  Sound  Power  and  Light  Company        Southern  California  Gaa  Company 

MCI  Telecommunication*  Corporation         Mountain  Bell 
John  W.  Stack.  Chairman 


December  4,  1990 


Mr.  Mike  Ferguson 

Bishop  Resource  Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

787  North  Main  Street,  Suite  P 

Bishop,  CA  93514 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

j  Reference  is  made  to  the  Draft  Resource  Management  Plant  and  Environmental 
Statement  (RMP/EIS)  covering  the  Bishop  Resource  Area  which  was  recently 
published  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.  A  significant  part  of  this  study 
wjBsV'the  identification  of  potential  utility  corridors  crossing  from  Nevada  into 
tiir;Q»sns  Valley  of  California. 

3ft*' 'Western  Utility  Group  (WUG)  commends  the  efforts  of  the  Bishop 

'Area  and  the  Inyo  National  Forest  in  their  efforts  in  coordinating  the 
Sirra  Corridor  Study.  We  sincerely  hope  that  the  cooperative  efforts 
p  Resource  Area  and  the  Inyo  national  Forest  will  serve  as  an 
thers  to  emulate. 

HG  will  not  make  any  specific  comments  concerning  the  RMP/EIS  at  this 
rise  members  of  the  WUG  directly  involved  in  the  study  will  submit 
comments.  However,  I  would  like  to  let  you  know  that  the  WUG  is 
_  with  its  1990/1991  update  of  its  Western  Regional  Corridor  Study  and 
formation  contained  in  the  final  Bishop  RMP/EIS  will  be  incorporated 
ein.  Should  you  have  any  questions  concerning  WUG's  update  please  feel 
1*0  contact  the  WUG  project  manager,  Mr.  Carl  Barnett,  at  (702)  689-3932. 
piill  be  more  than  happy  to  discuss  WUG's  project  with  you. 

Again,  The  Western  Utility  Group  commends  the  efforts  of  the  Bishop 
Resource  Area  and  the  Inyo  National  Forest  in  their  Cooperative  Efforts.   This 
an  excellent  example  of  just  what  inter-agency  cooperation  coupled  together 
i th  public  input  can  do  to  improve  the  land  management  planning  process. 


Sincerely, 
John  Steckjg, 


CB:GC:2 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  17  (Western  Utility  Group) 

17-1)  We  appreciate  the  support  of  the  Western  Utility  Group. 
Comments  from  individual  WUG  members  include  letters  60  and 
162. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  18   (John  Jay  Ulloth) 

1 8-1 )  Additional  use  of  existing  corridors,  including  the  north-south  DC 
Intertie  route  through  the  Owens  Valley,  will  continue  to  be 
considered.  Please  see  the  Need  Analysis  section  of  the  general 
response  for  the  corridor  study  (p,5-16). 

Current  technology  is  such  that  burial  is  prohibitively  expensive 
for  anything  but  very  short  segments  of  major  transmission  lines. 
Technological  or  scientific  breakthroughs  in  the  field  of 
superconductivity  would  indeed  significantly  reduce  the  need  for 
many  miles  of  transmission  lines.  However,  until  such 
breakthroughs  occur,  the  utility  industry  must  operate  and  plan 
based  upon  current  technologies,  projected  forecasts  of 
demand,  and  anticipated  sources  of  additional  energy  to  meet 
that  demand. 

See  also  the  Impacts  to  Adjacent  Jurisdictional  Areas  section  of 
the  general  response  for  the  corridor  study. 

1 8-2)  Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 

18-3)  The  grazing  decision  issued  subsequent  to  the  1981  Benton- 
Owens  Valley  Grazing  EIS  accommodated  the  wildlife  forage 
demand  on  an  allotment  before  livestock  AUMs  were  reallocated. 
Most  grazing  decisions  resulted  in  some  reduced  livestock 
grazing  capacity,  and  decisions  restricting  or  staggering 
livestock  grazing  on  deer  winter  range  were  approved.  The  1 982 
Bodie-Coleville  Grazing  EIS  identified  wildlife  forage  demands. 
However,  the  follow-up  vegetation  monitoring  has  not  validated 
the  need  to  adjust  livestock  numbers. 
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ROBERT  C.  LUKESH,  M.D. 

S  OVERHILL  COURT 
ORINDA,  CALIFORNIA     94593 


\llhlfo 


\*S*f£\    \^  '« 


"\j0vwi  ^ 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  19   (Robert  C.  Lukesh,  M.D.) 
19-1)      Please  see  the  "Grazing"  general  response  (p.5-1 1). 
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20-2 


20-3 


R-7  Orchard  Park 
Davis,  CA  95616 
December   16,   1990 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson, 

I  am  writing  today  to  comment  on  the  Bishop  Resource  Area's 
draft   Resource   Management   Plan   and   Environmental   Impact 
Statement.      The  preferred  alternative  is  totally  inadequate  in  regard 
to   wilderness   recommendations   and   grazing   and   mining   concerns. 

The   amount   of  wilderness   study   areas   recommended   for 
wilderness  status  is  entirely  too  low.     You  recommend  less  than   10% 
of  the  possible  number  of  acres.     These  desert  lands  are  a 
remarkable   inheritance    that   should   be   left   undisturbed    for   future 
generations.     In  addition,  roadless  recreational  lands  in   California  are 
becoming  degraded   by  intensive  use.     Thus,  more  of  these  lands  must 
be   permenantly    protected    as    wilderness. 

The  Resource  Management  Plan  does  not  fully   address   grazing 
issues.     The  destruction  of  rangeland  by  cattle  is  a  sad  legacy 
throughout  the  West.     Data  on  your  particular  rangeland   should   be 
included  in  order  to  make  an  intelligent  decision  on  needed  steps   to 
protect    resources. 

The  amount  of  land  removed  from  eligibility  for  new   mining 
claims  is  far  too  little  also.     We  must  remove  the  welfare  miners  from 
our  public  lands.     The  1872  Mining  Law  is  a  joke  by  today's 
standards   and   we  must  not  continue  to  literally   give   away  public 
land  or  allow  its  unmitigated  abuse. 

Thank  you  for  considering  my  comments.     Please  do  not  add 
me  to  your  mailing  list  to  receive  a  copy  of  the  final  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  as  I  will  have  access  to  someone  else's. 

Sincerely, 


Kile  E.  Snider 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  20  (Kile  E.  Snider) 

20-1 )  Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 

20-2)      See  the  "Grazing"  general  response  (p.5-1 1). 

20-3)  We  have  reviewed  mineral  potentials  and  conflicts  with  other 
resources.  We  have  given  further  attention  to  this  during  the 
comment  period  and,  other  than  a  mineral  withdrawal  within  the 
Bodie  Bowl  (see  p.  2-22,  final  RMP),  do  not  believe  any  further 
withdrawals  are  needed.  The  protective  measures  proposed  in 
Alternative  4  adequately  protect  these  resources. 

The  1872  Mining  Law  is  currently  being  reviewed  in  Congress; 
any  comments  regarding  this  law  should  be  addressed  to  your 
Congressman. 

BLM  is  working  on  administrative  procedures  to  deal  with  Mining 
Law  abusers  and  to  improve  reclamation  requirements. 
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140  M.  PAVILION  STREET 

P.O.  MX  506 

INDEPENDENCE,  CA.  93526 

(619)  878-2389 

December  19,  1990 

Re:   Draft  Resource  Management 
Plan  and  Environmental 
Impact  Statement 

Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  T,and  Management 
787  N.  Main  Street,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA  93514 

Dear  Sir: 

Thank  youfor  the  opportunity  to  review  this  DRMP  and  EIS. 

In  looking  over  the  four  alternatives  I  recomment  Alternative  3, 
Natural  Resource  Ennancement.   I  feel  very  stronqly  that  it  is 
our  resDonsibility  to  follow  the  best  environmental  plan  while  we 
still  have  a  choice.    Other  pressures  may  be  hard  to  deny,  but 
the  ultimate  judgment  will  be  based  on  the  condition  of  the  land 
and  well  being  of  the  living  things  upon  it. 

For  the  same  reason  I  oppose  a  transmission  line  corridor  through 
Soldier  Canyon.   It  has  unique  value  now  as  a  roadless  area  in  a 
very  fine  mountain  range.   I  would  consider  it  a  tragic 
move  to  designate  it  a  use  corridor.   Other  less  pristine  routes 
are  available,  so  I  see  no  justification  for  condemning  this  area. 
No  botanical  study  has  been  made  of  that  route,  but  it  can  be 
expected  to  support  a  significant  number  of  sensitive  species.   It 
is  an  area  where  they  should  be  considered  safe  from  impacts. 

For  the  most  part  I  consider  this  a  good  outline  of  the  proposed 
management  plans.   However,  I  was  disappointed  to  see  so  little 
on  native  plants   in  the  discussions  of  impacts  by  management  areas. 
The  Inyo  Mountains  are  rich  in  sensitive  species,  and  each  of  the 
other  areas  have  some  which  should  be  considered.   How  many 
sensititive  species  are  involved  in  each?    Howwould  each  management 
plan  effect  them.   Which  species  would  be  endangered? 

Yours  sincerely. 


Mary  DeDecker 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  21    (Mary  DeDecker) 

21-1)  The  corridor  decision  has  been  changed;  please  see  Chapter  2 
for  the  revised  decision  and  rationale.  The  Soldier  Canyon 
Alternative  Corridor  Area  is  not  devoid  of  roads.  Page  1 69  of  the 
draft  RMP  describes  this  area  as  having  primitive  two-track 
routes  and  a  limited  amount  of  mining  activity.  While  p.21 0  of 
the  draft  states  that  powerline  construction  would  negatively 
impact  the  area's  natural,  undisturbed  character,  it  was  not 
considered  significant  enough  to  be  an  unacceptable 
environmental  impact.  The  corridor  study  included  evaluation  of 
estimated  impacts  to  various  environmental  and  social  values, 
and  tentatively  concluded  that  corridor  designation  in  Soldier 
Canyon  would  minimize  the  collective  impacts  to  all  of  these 
values  without  causing  unacceptable  impacts  to  any  one  of 
them. 

21-2)  The  number  of  sensitive  plant  species  by  management  area  are 
as  follows:  Coleville  (0),  Bridgeport  (1),  Bodie  Hills  (2),  Granite 
Mountain  (3),  Long  Valley  (3),  Benton  (5),  Owens  Valley  (5), 
Owens  Lake  (1),  and  South  Inyo  (0).  The  five  sensitive  plant 
species  in  the  Benton  management  area  are  the  same  in  the 
Owens  Valley  management  area.  Sensitive  plant  information  was 
accidentally  left  out  in  four  management  areas.  See  Appendix 
6  (Errata)  3  in  the  final  for  this  information. 

As  stated  on  p.50  of  the  draft  RMP,  the  management  category 
of  yearlong  protection  has  been  placed  on  sensitive  plant  habitat 
and  candidate/listed  plant  habitat.  Under  this  management 
category,  no  discretionary  action  which  would  adversely  affect 
the  plants  or  their  habitat  would  be  allowed.  Current  and  future 
casual  use  would  be  managed  to  prevent  disturbance  that  would 
potentially  affect  sensitive  plants.  Locatable  mineral  exploration 
and  development  is  permitted,  with  necessary  mitigation  to 
protect  plant  habitat,  if  possible. 
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We  cannot  accurately  estimate  which  plants  and  their  habitat 
might  be  "endangered"  (your  word)  as  a  result  of  decisions  in 
the  RMP.  A  focus  of  this  plan  is  to  prevent  any  additional 
damage  to  sensitive  plant  species  and  their  habitat.  Please  also 
see  response  1 00-1 1 . 
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Construction  Specialty 

Box  181 

Leo  Vining,  CA  93541 

(619)  647-6346 


18  DECEMBER  1990 

U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

BISHOP  RESOURCE  AREA 

787  NORTH  MAIN  ST.  SUITE  P 

BISHOP,  CA.  93514 

ATTENTION:  MIKE  FERGUSON  -  AREA  MANAGER 

DEAR  MR.  FERGUSON: 


I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  REQUEST  THAT  YOU  GIVE  ATTENTION  TO  THE  LAND  USES  NEAR  LEE  VINING  IN  REGARDS 
TO  THE  POSSIBILITY  OF  DESIGNATING  SOME  LAND  FOR  FUTURE  EXPANSION  NEAR  MONO  CITY  AND  NEAR 
THE  COTTONWOOD  CANYON  ROAD.   THE  TOWN  OF  LEE  VINING  IS  VIRTUALLY  LAND-LOCKED  AND  THERE  IS 
AT  PRESENT  A  SEVERE  HOUSING  SHORTAGE.   THERE  SEEMS  TO  BE  A  PATTERN  OF  GROWTH  BEGINNING  AND 
THE  DEMAND  FOR  HOUSING  SHOULD  THEREFORE  INCREASE.   WITH  THE  OPENING  OF  THE  NEW  SCENIC  AREA 
BUILDING  AND  THE  SERVICES  IT  WILL  OFFER  THERE  WILL  BE  AN  INCREASE  IN  TOURISM  AND  A  NEED  FOR 
MORE  LOCAL  SERVICES.   THEIR  IS  PLANNED  EXPANSION  FOR  TWO  OF  THE  TOWN'S  MOTELS  AND  TALK  OF 
BUILDING  ANOTHER.   WE  WILL  NEED  TO  ACCOMODATE  THE  EMPLOYEES  OF  THESE  BUSINESSES  AND  THOSE 
OF  THE  EXISTING  BUSINESSES  WITH  ADDITIONAL  HOUSING.   ALSO  THEIR  ARE  PEOPLE  RELOCATING  TO 
LEE  VINING  AND  COMUTING  TO  JUNE  LAKE  AND  MAMMOTH  FOR  WORK. 

SINCE  THERE  ARE  ONLY  A  COUPLE  OF  LOTS  FOR  SALE  IN  THE  TOWN  OF  LEE  VINING  WE  REQUEST  THAT 
YOU  GIVE  SPECIAL  CONSIDERATION  TO  THE  LAND  AROUND  MONO  CITY  WHERE  THERE  IS  CURRENT  DEVELOP- 
MENT AS  AN  EXPANSION  SITE  FOR  THIS  AREA.   ALSO  I  REQUEST  THAT  YOU  LOOK  INTO  DESIGNATING  SOME 
LAND  IN  THE  VICINITY  TO  THE  COTTONWOOD  CANYON  ROAD  AND  HIGHWAY  167  WHERE  THERE  IS  CURRENTLY 
SOME  DEVELOPMENT  GOING  ON  AS  ANOTHER  POSSIBILITY  FOR  AN  AREA  TO  ACCOMODATE  FUTURE  HOUSING 
NEEDS.   AS  A  LOCAL  EMPLOYER  WE  ARE  ACUTELY  AWARE  OF  THIS  PRESSING  SITUATION  AND  HOPE  THAT 
YOUR  BUREAU  CAN  HELP  TO  BUILD  A  HEALTHY  FUTURE  FOR  OUR  TOWN. 

THANK  YOU  FOR  YOUR  TIME  AND  ATTENTION  TO  THIS  MATTER. 


ATHLEEN  HANSEN 
GENERAL  MANAGER 


GENERAL  CONTRACTORS 
License  No.  284967 


TRUCKING  DIVISION 
Cal  T  133-366 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  22  (Construction  Specialty) 

22-1)  Based  on  your  comments  we  have  revised  the  plan  to  provide 
80  acres  north  of  Mono  City  for  residential  expansion  and 
community  services.  Additional  public  lands  are  not  identified  for 
disposal  in  this  area  because  private  development  could 
degrade  scenery  in  the  Mono  Basin.  Within  two  miles  of 
Cottonwood  Road  there  are  about  3,500  acres  of  private  land 
available  for  residential  expansion. 


Dec.    26,90' 

D-a.x    S in t 

I've.    Ait/dLcd    the    ne.ii/  $anag,emeni    flan    and  £.15    and 

1    ^cei  infonmed    to    a    point.        I    lave    a.    few    questions,     and    comments. 

Beina    60 /in    in    8 La    7J ine    2    don' t    we.Lc.ome,    change-   g,nacefully. 

23-/ 

oun    family    own  a    ^0    acne  a    in    the,   Deep   Spn  ing.A    V  alley    and   we 

bought    thiA    land    becauAe    it    waA    way.    out    of    town    and    auiet. 

Aow    he  tie.    come  a    the    "Wet    and    f  owenful"    %A&i ng,    fon    a    util.it  y 

Cofinidon    thnouah    one,    of    thiA    AtateA    cle.ane.At    c.&"*.itA ,        7 h  iA 

,ioi    acceptable    in    ou  a    valley. ,     the    powen    line  a    a  fie    dang,enou.A 

and    fan.    too    utjJ.tf.       What    the   D$T    doeA    with    in    neaAon    on    iheifi 

land     'la    the  in    bu.y  i.!i.\^    and    what    I    do    on   mine    iA    mine ,  Anothen 

concenn    iA    if    the    conn,  id  on    would   g,o    thnough    fon    powen ,     what    Atop  a 

the    DWf    fnom    then    Ateal  ing    my.    waten    aA    they    have    Ken   Stewand    a 

i he   DU/P    Ahould   g.o    the    Aouthenn    noute    and    keep    the   meAA    in    one 

23-2 

Apot.       AIao    they,    can    pnove    to    the   people    of    thiA.    Aiate    that    they. 

can    come    up    with    new    eneng.y.    in    thein    anea    like    Aolan    and   wind, 

thene' a    plenty    of    hot    ain     in    the    Aouth    land. 

J  he   wild   aame    ha  a    had    alot    of   pneAAune    in    the    la  At    /  0    yea.nA 

23-3 

in   Beep    Spn  ing.  a    and    la    almoAt    g,one,     new    no  ad  a    and   mone    people. 

will    hunt    all    in    the    valley    >•  i\  iinalA    and   man    too . 

In    the    Dnaft    it    iA    Acid    not    many    people    uAe    thiA    anea. 

ZS'H 

Bull    many    many    people    itAe    thiA    anea    at    ai.ff\t,  ent    time    that    a 

why    we    don  ' t    Aee    each    othen    out    thene    too    often .  1  hat'  a    qual  Ltu. . 

t    n.ee,d    to    comment    on    uoun    en  fon  cement    Aig.nA     in    the    ncu,ion  f 

Z3-S 

you    ane    1  it  ten  ing.   my    bach    yand    with    theAe    a  ignA  ,     they    anc    no 

d  if  fen  ent    than    a    pile    of    old    tin    can  a  .       AIao    cIoa  ino,    anea  a    fon 

"$ ildenneAA    Study"    iA    Ateal  ing.    fnom   me    aA    I    have    uAcd    iheAe 

land  a    all    my    life    and   have    Q.JL&&    taken    cane    of    them . 

I  hank    j<?u    fon    lett  ing.   me    coment .                                         s*s. 

/      / 

f.Q,    5«    ft*J 

S'^  P#V«  ,  Cn-    7 ; -  '  '* 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  23  (Timothy  Johnson) 

23-1 ,2,3)  The  corridor  decision  has  been  changed;  please  see  Chapter 
2  (p.  2-47)  for  the  revised  decision  and  rationale.  Also  see  the 
general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.  5-16).  The 
statement  that  utilities  "should  go  the  southern  route"  is 
assumed  to  mean  that  utilities  should  continue  to  use  the  Las 
Vegas  area  as  the  location  for  constructing  transmission  lines 
to  deliver  power  from  Utah/Nevada  to  Southern  California. 
Appendix  8  of  the  draft  RMP  and  the  general  response  for  the 
corridor  study  further  address  the  issue  of  need  for  a  new 
east-west  corridor  in  this  part  of  California/Nevada. 

23-4)  Page  210  of  the  draft  RMP  states  that  the  Soldier  Canyon  area 
receives  little  use  by  humans.  Neither  the  BLM  nor  the  Forest 
Service  have  specific  numbers  to  quantify  human  use  of  the 
area.  However,  the  experience  of  both  agencies  has  been  that 
this  area  receives  relatively  minimal  human  use.  It  has  only 
limited  primitive  and  four-wheel  drive  road  access,  no  designated 
trails,  no  developed  recreation  sites,  and  no  well-known  nor 
designated  resource  attractions  that  would  otherwise  draw  the 
public  to  visit  and  use  the  area  in  numbers  comparable  to  many 
other  parts  of  the  Bishop  Resource  Area  and  the  Inyo  National 
Forest.  The  fact  that  the  Soldier  Canyon  is  almost  entirely 
uninhabited  by  human  beings  and  receives  relatively  little  human 
use  serves  to  mitigate  the  concern  about  potential  negative 
impacts  of  prolonged  human  exposure  to  high  levels  of  EMF. 

23-5)  Signs  are  an  indirect  means  of  informing  public  land  users  of 
area  values  or  regulations.  In  all  cases,  the  Bureau  attempts  to 
locate  signs  to  minimize  sign  "pollution".  In  situations  where  sign 
pollution  has  occurred,  we  will  consider  relocation  or 
reconstruction  of  the  sign. 

Land  uses  that  were  occurring  on  public  land  when  they  were 
designated  as  wilderness  study  areas  are  generally  allowed  to 
continue  as  long  as  the  wilderness  values  are  not  impaired. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  24  (Dean  H.  DuVernet) 

24-1)  Please  see  the  "Grazing"  general  response  (p.5-11).  The  RMP 
has  some  decisions  which  directly  affect  livestock  grazing  and 
others,  e.g.  the  DPC  goals,  which  indirectly  affect  livestock 
management.  The  RMP  is  considered  a  fine-tuning  of  the 
grazing  EISs'  preferred  alternatives. 

Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 


ROBERT  I.  WILKE  real  estate 


if    SINCE  1946     if 


Phonm 
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Newhall.  California  91322 
December    i^B,     mo 


U.    S.    Deppri-ment    of   the    Inferior 
Bur«au   of  Land    Management 
7*7    North   lain   Street   Suite    r 
Bishop,    California    93514-1:498 

Re;    Letter  dated   November   1,    1990   Concerning  bishop   Resource 

Management    Han   and   Environmental    Impact   Statement    (HMl/^IS). 

Attention:    Michael   A.    Kersoison,    Ar^a   Manager. 

*e    own   approximately  85   acres    in  two   parcels   on   Hiway    167   known 
as    tax  parcels    13-H4O-08   and    13-240-09    In   Mono   County.      The  Trench 
Canyon   Cuadrnn^le    map   shows   a   well    located    In   the    southwest   corner 
of    the   property  and   the    bodie-Benton   railroad   historical    Is    located 
near   the   edge    of   the   two   parcels. 

*e    have   not   been   able   to   attend   any   of  the   public   meetings   because 

of    various    problems.      Our   plans    for  these    properties   are   uncertain, 

but    would   like   you   consider   some   of  the   possible  uses    for   this    property. 

In   the   past   we   have    been   approached   by   isothermal    compani=s   for  the 
possiblity  of   leasing  and   we   note   other   mineral   activity   in   the    area 
along  pole    line    road    (167)    and    around    the   Bodle   area. 

Also,    with    the    possible    development  of  the    Conway  Ranch,    many  changes 

will   take   place    and   another  trailer  park    could   be  used    In   the  area, 

we    spend   about    a    ironth   each    year   In   Wono   County  and    sometimes  cannot 
find   a    place    to   park   our   motor  home   at   a    reasonable   price. 

A,    respectfully   reouest    you    consider   these   possible   uses    in    vour 
final   plan.  J 

Sincerely, 

'r-V  t-Ti  ■•■■><  '< 
Robert>.    wilke    - 


?l'Uwi  <./     ^     ">*-" 
Mar^Vet   L.    Wllka 


5-57 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  25   (Robert  T.  Wilke) 

25-1)  Geothermal  leasing  on  private  land  is  outside  the  scope  of  this 
document  and  is  addressed  by  Mono  County. 

Geothermal  leasing  and  mineral  activity  on  federal  land  along 
Pole  Line  Road  (167)  may  continue  under  Alternative  4  with 
restrictions  to  meet  visual  quality  standards. 

25-2)  Private  developments  on  private  land,  such  as  trailer  parks, 
would  have  to  conform  to  the  Mono  County  Land  Use  Plan. 
Bureau  policy  allows  residential  development  on  public  land  only 
in  rare  cases,  such  as  temporary  authorization  of  inadvertent 
occupancy  trespass.  Generally  the  public  land  would  have  to  be 
sold  to  allow  private  residential  development  of  public  land.  We 
have  revised  the  plan  to  provide  80  acres  north  of  Mono  City  for 
residential  expansion  and  community  services. 
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NOELLA  BALLENGER   -   JALIEH  TULLEY 

A  Photographic  Cooperative 
P.  0.  Box  457,  La  Canada,  CA  91012 
(818)  954-0933   -    (818)  792-2801 


January  3,  1991 


Mr,  M1ke  Ferguson 
Bureau  of  Land  Hanigoent 
787  N.  flatn  Street,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA  93514 

Dear  Hr.  Ferguson: 

It  Mas  a  pleasure  speaking  with  you  at  the  BLM  neetlng  In  Benton  on 
December  6th.  He  greatly  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  address  BLM 
on  our  concerns  about  lining  In  your  district  and  most  specifically 
the  Bodle  Hills  Management  Area. 

As  we  discussed,  we  have  prepared  some  specific  consents  on  each 
phase  of  the  BLM  Draft  as  1t  pertains  to  Bodle,  In  addition,  we 
have  Included  several  supplemental  reports,  newspaper  Items  and 
notes  that  may  be  of  Interest  and  assistance  to  you  to  support  our 
comments. 

He  would  like  to  make  It  very  clear  that  we  are  not  opposed  to 
mining  In  general  but  we  are  very  opposed  to  mining  for  gold  (which 
Is  a  non-essential  commodity).  He  especially  oppose  mining 
activities  In  the  Bodle  Mining  District  which  1s  so  rich  In 
cultural  resources  and  1s  adjacent  to  extremely  fragile  Mono  Basin 
National  Forest  Scenic  Area. 

Our  hope  would  be  that  BLM  would  have  the  courage  to  act  as  a  true 
trustee  of  these  lands  and  permanently  reject  any  mining  Intrusions 
on  these  properties.  That  would  be,  in  our  opinion,  the  very  best 
of  the  options.  Short  of  that,  we  would  urge  BLM  to  not  permit  any 
mining  until  BLM  has  the  manpower  and  the  regulations  In  place  to 
Insure  the  enforcement  of  strict  mining  regulations.  It  1s 
nandltory  In  our  eyes  that  no  mining  be  permitted  without  concurent 
full  reclamation  and  restoration  of  any  and  all  disturbed  natural, 
cultural,  archeol og 1 cal  and  scenic  resources.  It  should  be 
mandated  that  the  mining  company's  projected  figures  accurately 
reflect  these  costs  1n  their  proposal  as  a  part  of  their  cost  of 
doing  business  on  BLM  land.  Under  the  trusteeship  that  has  been 
assumed  by  BLM,  no  mining  should  be  permitted  unless  substantial 
funds  are  set  aside  In  trust  for  these  specific  acts  of  reclamation 
and  restoration.  In  addition,  we  urge  that  mitigation  measures,  on 
or  off  site,  not  be  considered  anywhere  1n  the  Bodle  Mining 
District. 
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Mr.  Michael  Ferguson 
January  3,  1991 
Page  2 


We  congratulate  you  on  the  measures  you  are  proposing  In  the  draft 
but  feel  that  you  have  not  gone  nearly  far  enough  to  protect  and 
preserve  the  land.  Please  consider  our  statement  carefully  In  the 
final  plan  and  have  the  courage  to  set  new  precldents  for 
safegardlng  the  land  for  our  future  generations. 


Noella  Balleng-er 


Tu 1 1 ey 
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NOELLA  BALLENGEK   -   Jhlili.   i  ««_..*.  . 

A  Photographic  Cooperative 
P.O.  Box  457.  La  Canada,  CA   91012 
(818)  954-0933   -    (818)  792-2801 


BISHOP  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN/  COMMENTS: 


PREFACE  TO  COMMENTS:  The  organization  of  the  comments  we  wish  to 
make  generally  follows  the  plan.   Page  numbers  will  be  In 
parenthesis  followed  by  a  dash  and  a  column  number  or  a  section 
title,  a  second  dash  and  the  paragraph  number  in  that  column  or 

section. 

SECTION:  MAJOR  ISSUES  ADDRESSED  IN  THE  PLAN 

( P.23-MINERALS- 1 )  He  highly  applaud  BLM  efforts  to  reduce 
conflicts  over  mineral  development.   However  we  encourage  BLM  to 
take  a  very  hard  line  with  non-essential  mineral  exploration  and 
development  (such  as  gold)  throughout  the  Bishop  Management  Area. 
Because  of  massive  disturbance  to  the  environment  by  modern  mega- 
mining  techniques,  BLH  needs  to  take  an  even  greater 
responsibility  of  control  than  It  has  1n  the  past.   BLM  controls 
vast  lands  and  these  are  held  In  trusteeship  for  all  people.   The 
overriding  consideration  In  deciding  best  uses  for  the  land  must 
weigh  heavily  to  the  protection  of  property  for  the  majority  and 
not  the  profit  of  a  few. 

SECTION:  GENERAL  POLICY 

(p.26-GENERAL  POLICY-4)  Management  of  public  lands  to  preserve 
scenic,  historic,  cultural,  etc.  values  1s  a  wonderful  goal. 
Preservation,  however,  can  not  take  place  when  regulations  are  so 
weak  as  to  make  policing  difficult  or  Impossible.   While  our 
comments  are  specifically  addressing  the  Bodle  Hills  Management 
Area  Issue  of  mining  near  Bodle  State  Historic  Park,  we  would 
like  these  same  comments  to  apply  to  mining  In  the  entire  Bishop 
Management  District. 

The  following  are  suggestions  for  tightening  regulations: 

1.  BLH  require  on-site  du r 1 n g - bu s 1 ne s s- h ou r s  Inspection  of 
the  total  operation,  preferably  random  weekly  n on -a n no un c e d 
visits.  This  would  require  additional  BLH  man-power. 

2.  Concurrent  reclamation  of  all  mined  lands  during  the 
actual  mining  operation.   Any  non-compliance  should 
automatically  cause  Immediate  closure  of  the  mining  facility 
until  reclamation  of  previously  mined  lands  are  brought  up 
to  code . 


5-59 


Zi-t 


Zi-S 


Zl-b 


BALLENGER/TULLEV 

BISHOP  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN/  COMMENTS: 

Page  2 


3.   Bonds  for  restoration  and  reclamation  should  be  set  so 
high  that  the  mining  company  would  not  be  able  to  walk  away 
from  an  operation  and  comfortably  forfeit  the  bond.   The 
bonds  should  not  be  punitive  but  fully  cover  the  projected 
costs  should  the  mining  company  not  fulfill  their 
obligations  for  restoration  and  reclamation.   As  an  example, 
1n  an  Interview  with  one  mining  manager  at  a  nearby  Nevada 
mine   we  commented  on  the  huge  pit  (approximately  1600  feet 
wide,  2000  feet  long  and  400  feet  deep)  and  piles  of 
adjacent  waste  rock.   Me  asked  If  the  company  was  going  to 
fill  In  the  pit.   He  said  no,  that  the  pit  would  not  be 
filled  In  because  It  cost  the  company  $15  million  to  dig  It, 
and  It  would  take  $10  million  to  fill  ft  In.   The  bond  was 
only  $250,000 a  very  small  amount  to  forfeit! 

He  urge  BLM  not  to  consider  any  mining  exploration  and 
development  until  and  unless  BLM  has  adequate  manpower  to  police 
fully,  all  phases  of  a  mining  operation.   Self  regulation  should 
not  be  considered  for  any  activities  on  public  land.  We  feel  that 
when  BLM  has  full  regulations  In  place,  with  stiff  penalties,  for 
any  violations  and  the  manpower  to  follow  through  In  their 
position  of  safeguarding  the  public  Interest,  then  and  only  then 
should  non-essential  mineral  operations  be  allowed  on  public 
lands. 

Please  note  that  we  are  primarily  concerned  with  the  non- 
essential mineral  operations.   Gold  was  declared  no n -e s s en 1 1  • 1  to 
the  welfare  of  the  United  States  by  President  Roosevelt  at  the 
beginning  of  World  War  II.   All  mining  In  gold  at  that  time 
ceased.   Since  1980,  in  Nevada  alone,  production  of  gold 
Increased  from  250,618  troy  OI.  to  5,014,696  troy  oz.ln  1989 
(figures  released  from  the  Nevada  Bureau  of  Mines).   The  primary 
use  for  the  mineral  1s  1n  Jewelry.   We  would  ask  all  BLM 
personnel  to  keep  foremost  1n  their  minds  that  It  1s  easy  to 
dismantle  a  mountain  but  Impossible  for  man  even  with  his 
superior  technology  to  put  1t  back  as  It  was.   For  this  reason 
alone,  the  decisions  made  by  BLH  should  be  made  with  far  more 
caution  than  one  might  ordinarily  expect.   The  top  priority 
should  be  the  protection  and  preservation  of  the  land  and  not 
resource  usage. 

( p. 26-GENERAL  P0LICV-7)   We  again  applaud  the  efforts  of  BLM  to 
consider  long-term  benefits  for  the  entire  public.   It  would  be 
extremely  sad  to  look  back  In  10  years  and  know  that  a  difference 
could  have  been  made,  and  wasn't.   Today,  difficult  decisions 
need  to  be  made.   When  political  and  financial  pressure  by 
Individuals  or  corporations  1s  exerted  to  pursue  a  course  not  In 
the  public's  best  Interest,  1t  takes  great  courage  to  say  "no". 
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We  urge  BLM  and  all  Involved  agencies  to  closely  examine  their 
position;  to  have  the  courage  to  plan  for  long  term  benefits  for 
all;  and  to  deny  requests  which  fulfill  self  Interests  and  short 
term  profits  for  a  few.  Me  urge  BLM  to  have  the  courage  to  look 
to  the  future  and  weigh  today's  actions  against  the  results  that 
will  effect  the  future  of  land  held  by  BLM  in  trusteeship. 


SECTION:  ALTERNATIVES  FOR  INDIVIDUAL  MANAGEMENT  AREAS  AND 
RATIONALES  FOR  PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE 

B0DIE  HILLS  MANAGEMENT  AREA 

A 1  te  mat  1  ve  1  :   Under  this  alternative  we  agree  that  there  should 
be  year  long  protection  for  Bodle  Bowl  and  would  encourage 
continued  restrictions  for  structures  or  Improvements  unless  they 
are  In  harmony  with  historic  and  visitor  use  values.   We  have  had 
the  privilege  of  driving  many  of  the  small  roads  In  and  around 
Bodle  Bowl  and  would  encourage  continued  vigilance  In  the 
protection  of  the  surrounding  areas. 

However,  the  general  theme  of  this  alternative  allows  for  status 
quo  with  no  change  In  current  management  technlqes.   It  does  not 
take  Into  consideration  natural  phenomena.   In  looking  at  AMP's 
In  the  specific  locations  as  Indicated,  care  needs  to  be  taken. 
There  have  been  a  number  of  years  of  drought  and  the  number  of 
grazing  animals  on  the  land  needs  to  be  taken  In  high 
consideration  so  as  not  to  put  undue  survival  pressures  on  the 
existing  wildlife  population.   He  encourage  a  fluctuation  of 
permitted  livestock  based  on  the  natural  conditions  found  on  a 
yearly  basis.   The  wildlife  indigenous  to  the  area  should  not 
take  second  place  to  the  commercial  operations  permitted. 
Therefore,  we  oppose  the  use  of  Alternative  1  1n  future  plans  for 
the  Bodle  Hills  MA. 


(p. 62  -  Alt.  2  -  Decisions  -  #1)  We  do  not  feel  that  any  land 
under  BLM  control  1n  the  Bodle  Hills  MA  should  be  disposed  of  for 
residential  expansion  or  any  other  commercial  use.   It  1s 
Important  to  the  area  that  the  BLM  retain  complete  control  and 
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not  set  the  precedent  of  land  disposal  for  any  reason.    While  ft 
Is  presumed  that  only  residential  expansion  might  take  place  on 
the  property,  the  subsequent  re-sale  of  property  would  not 
necessarily  carry  forward  the  careful  restrictions  that  BLH's 
management  would  mandate  on  the  Initial  sale.   We  also  urge  that 
all  BLM  land  that  1s  a  part  of  a  disposal  package  be  disposed  of 
without  release  of  any  mineral  rights.   Those  rights  should  be 
held  by  BLM.   As  a  alternate,  we  suggest  that  any  lands  In  or 
adjacent  to  Bodle  Hills  HA  be  released  on  a  long-term  lease  basis 
without  any  mineral  rights  and  with  those  releases  subject  to 
stringent  BLM  environmental  controls  and  conditions. 

Alternative  3:  We  believe  that  the  theme  of  this  alternative 
addresses  the  Issue  the  best.   We  believe  the  resources  that  have 
b'»n  depleted  over  the  past  either  by  man  or  natural  causes  (1e. 
w  ;  d  1  1  f  e  habitat)  should  be  restored.    Recreational 
opportunities  should  be  encouraged  within  protective  guidelines. 
The  preservation  and  protection  of  scenic  and  historical  values 
are  of  paramount  Importance. 

(p. 63  -  Alt  3  -  Decisions  -  #1)   We  agree  that  land  should  not  be 
disposed  of  but  additional  acreage  In  the  area  should  be 
acquired.   What  specific  13,825  acres  of  private  land  1s  being 
acquired  and  why?   Is  this  land  acquisition  a  straight  purchase 
or  1s  a  trade  being  considered.   If  It  does  Involve  a  trade,  what 
specifically  Is  being  traded  and  why  and  to  whom.   We  believe 
that  all  of  this  Information  should  be  specifically  detailed  in 
the  final  management  plan.   We  strongly  oppose  a  BLM  agreement  to 
anything  other  than  a  straight  acquisition  with  out  full 
disclosure. 
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Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation  and  should  fully  meet  the 

stated  goals  of  the  charter  and  comply  Mlth  the  regulations 

governing  the  Bodle  State  Historic  Park  and  Its  status  as  a 
National  Landmark. 

(p. 64  -  Alt  3  -  Decisions  -  #5)  We  strongly  urge  all  land  with 
locatable  minerals  to  be  withdrawn  and  all  mining  activities 
prohibited  In  any  area  In  the  Bodle  Hills  MA.   While  It  Is  very 
desirable  to  restrict  any  new  claims  on  the  land  In  these  areas 
1t  Is  mandatory  that  all  existing  claims  are  managed  to  the 
highest  standards  that  could  be  mandated  for  public  trust  lands. 
We    believe  that  withdrawing  mineral  use  of  land  while  under  BLM 
management  Is  the  answer.   On  the  contrary,  we  feel  that  even 
more  vigorous  regulations,  with  mandated  fines  and  the  ability  to 
permanently  halt  any  activity  on  the  property  should  be 
Implemented.   As  long  as  any  violations  of  the  regulations  exist 
uncorrected.  BLM  has  the  responsibility  to  correct  those 
problems. 

(p. 64  -  Alt  3  -  Col  2  -  WATER  QUALITY)  -  One  of  the  primary 
reasons  for  opposition  to  mining  centers  around  water.   Mining 
activities  take  a  tremendous  amount  of  water.   Where  will  it  come 
from  and  should  It  be  used  for  a  non-essential  product?   How  can 
it  be  explained  that  precious  water  1s  being  used  for  an  activity 
whose  primary  end  product  1s  both  non-essential  and  frivolous 
(Jewelry)? 

In  addition  to  the  high  amount  of  water  demanded,  It  1s 
Imperative  to  monitor  with  high  standards,  both  ground  and 
surface  water  at  or  near  mining  activities.   However,  there  1s 
another  mandate--to  provide  funds  for  future  clean  up  of  today's 
"accidents".    We  would  urge  BLM  to  take  a  far-sighted  approach 
and  require  a  high  level  restoration  and  repair  bond  and/or  trust 
accounts  to  pay  for  possible  future  damage  to  the  environment. 
In  this  way,  mining  companies  will  be  held  accountable  for  the 
results  of  their  accidents,  whether  they  be  by  neglect  or 
oversight.  BLM  1s  In  a  position  of  leadership  to  make  a  very 
strong  stand  where  mining  1s  allowed  to  merge  the  profit 
interests  of  the  miner  with  the  protection  Interests  of  the 
general  public.   We  ask  that  you  look  at  the  enclosed  materials 
from  HcLaugh 1 1 n/Home s ta ke  mines  and  the  article  of  the  settlement 
of  Castle  Mountain  In  the  Hojave  Desert  as  minimum  requirements 
and  settlement  mandates. 
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He  suggest  that  In  addition  to  the  material  contained  In 
Alternative  3  BLM  Include  the  following  provisions  from 
Alternative  4: 

(p65.  Col  2-  #1}  "Vehicle  routes  Impacting  Important  mule 
deer  and  sage  grouse  concentration  areas  will  be  claosed, 
seasonally  closed  or  rerouted  to  Imporve  and  protect 
habitat." 

(  p6  5  ,  Col  2-  #5)  "Prohibit  grazing  on  the  ICopper  Mountain 
allotment  to  reduce  conflicts  with  wildlife." 

(p65.  Col  2-7b)   "Prohibit  activities  which  affect  the 
National  Landmark  adversely  [36  CFR  800.9  (a.b)]  u^fng 
standards  and  guidelines  to  determine  when  unnecessary  and 
undue  degradation  occurs." 


Alternative  4  : 


Please  see  our  comments  under  Alternative  3  for 


theme,  acquisition  and  disposal  of  land  under  BLM  control. 

(p. 65  -  DECISIONS  -  DPC  PRESCRIPTIONS)  -  We  agree  with  the  DPC 
goals  to  enhance  wildlife  habitat  and  watershed  conditions.   We 
urge  that  these  same  goals  or  higher  be  mandated  on  any  land 
disturbed  by  mining,  geothermal  activity,  commercial  livestock 
grazing,  commercial  and  non -c omme r c 1  a  1  fuelwood  (and  Christmas 
tree)  harvesting  and  all  recreation  activities.   In  setting 
priorities,  we  feel  that  while  the  land  could  be  used  for 
specified  activities  that  it  must  be  maintained  In  such  a  way 
that  wildlife  flourishes  and  there  Is  no.  degradation  In  the 
physical,  scenic,  and  historic  values. 


(p. 66  -  RATIONALE)  -  Alternative  4  does  not  take  a  hard  enough 
stand  on  the  potential  and  Inherent  disturbances  as  a  result  of 
mining  activities  which  Include  temporary  buildings,  heavy 
machinery  usage,  explosives,  chemicals,  noise  and  air  pollution, 
as  well  as  heavy  personnel  traffic  to  and  from  any  mining 
facilities.   It  does  not  take  Into  account  long  term  damage 
possibilities.   We  would  encourage  BLM  to  adopt  the  most 
stringent  regulations  possible  If  they  do  not  close  the  entire 
management  area  to  mining.   We  feel  that  this  particular 
management  area  which  includes  Bodle  State  Historic  Park  and  the 
historic  sites  of  Masonic  and  Chemung  should  receive  BLM*s 
highest  priority  protection. 
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SECTION:   IMPACT  ON  MINING:  LOCATABLE  AND  SALABLE  MINERALS 
GENERAL  COMMENTS  OH  ALL  4  ALTERNATIVES:    In  each  of  the 


alternatives  figures  are  used  stating  that  mining  will  represent 
an  additional  $1  -  $2  billion  dollars  to  Mono  County's  Tax  Base 
and  create  from  500  to  250  jobs.     Please  refer  to  the  enclosed 
copy  of  Major  Mines  of  Nevada,  1989  from  the  state  of  Nevada  Dept 
of  Mines.   We  have  summarized  the  Information  about  the  66  mines 
that  mention  gold  and  silver  production.   They  have  been  rated 
first  according  to  the  amount  of  gold  produced,  then  according  to 
the  amount  of  silver  produced  and  finally  according  to  the  total 
number  of  company  and  contract  employees. 

We  would  also  refer  you  to  the  Information  given  to  us  by  Ray 
Krauss,  Homestake  McLaughlin  Mine's  environmental  manager  at  the 
Mining  conference  In  Coultervllle  --  October  1990.   Again,  note 
that  McLaughlin  refers  to  Itself  as  a  world  class  gold  deposit 
and  the  largest  operating  gold  mine  1n  the  United  States  today. 
Their  project  currently  employs  210  workers  and  has  an  annual 
payroll  of  $7  million  with  another  $7  million  spent  In  the 
community  annually.   They  paid  $1  million  1n  taxes  last  year. 
Sonora  Mining  near  Jamestown  estimates  that  when  they  are  In  full 
production,  the  mine  will  employ  140  people. 

We  urge  you  to  call  Dee  McBrlde  of  the  Tuscarora  Home  Owners 
Association  (702-756-5505)  to  understand  what  happened  to  the 
economics  in  their  community  when  the  operation  at  Tuscarora 
began.   In  an  interview  with  her,  I  learned  for  example,  an 
advertisement  was  placed  for  50  mining  jobs,,  250  applicants 
arrived  with  no  money  to  live  on  and  no  place  to  live.   Their 
predicament  caused  major  drains  on  the  resources  of  the  community 
In  terms  of  county  welfare  and  assistance,  general  municipal 
services  and  police  services.   The  pit  was  begun  In  1987  and  in 
1990  went  to  a  temporary  leach  only  status  with  9  employees. 

We  feel  that  based  upon  the  numbers  mentioned  In  the  Information 
we  are  forwarding  to  you,  the  $1  -  (2  billion  and  500  -250  job 
numbers  you  are  using  in  all  of  these  alternatives  are  extremely 
unrealistic.   By  using  Inflated  estimates,  there  1s  an  Implied 
justification  for  allowing  more  damage  to  the  land  than  might  be 
considered  with  the  rationale  that  a  mine  at  Bodle  would  cause  an 
economic  boom  In  the  community.     We  seriously  question  the 
figures  that  you  are  using  In  your  estimates  and  would  like  to 
see  detailed  Information  as  well  as  your  sources  for  these 
projections.  In  addition.  If  you  are  looking  at  the  benefit  to 
the  community  from  all  of  these  potential  new  jobs,  you  must  also 
look  and  consider  the  pressure  It  will  put  on  the  community 
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services  In  the  near  term  and  1 n  the  long  run.   Also,  taken  Into 
consideration  should  be  the  expected  life  of  the  mine.     Because 
these  numbers  seem  grossly  inflated,  we  would  ask  you  to  review 
and  rethink  the  entfre  mineral  proposal  In  line  with  more 
realistic  information  and  documentation  enclosed. 

(pl76-181  -  PROJECTIONS)  Gene  ra 1  c  ommen  t  s  :   He  can  not  find 
listed  Information  on  the  "14  expected  major  p r o j e c t s .  .  .  o f 
which. ..3  will  be  'super*  projects.  Including  the  Bod  1  e  -  G a  1  a c 1 1  c 
Projec.t".   While  we  are  familiar  with  the  Bodle  project,  we  would 
like  to  see  location  information  as  well  as  timely  full 
disclosure  on  the  other  projects.   We  would  also  like  to  see 
these  Individual  projects  subject  to  the  same  EIR  requirements 
with  public  comment  and  notification  of  applications  detailed 
within  the  final  general  plan. 

Alternative  3:   Of  all  of  the  alternatives  for  Locatable  Mineral 
Exploration  and  Development,  this  alternate  which  has  the  fewest 
major  projects  1s  preferable.   Until  such  time  that  BLM  has  man 
power,  money,  regulations  and  enforceable  penalties  in  place  to 


prevent  recurrence  of  historic  abuses  to  the  land  we  urge  the 
most  conservative  mining  use  of  public  lands. 

(p.  197-199  -  IMPACT  on  MINING:  Locatable  &  Salable  Minerals) 
Alternative  3:   Again,  we  urge  BLM  to  take  the  most  conservative 
line  with  regard  to  any  mineral  development.    In  our  opinion, 
some  of  the  "most  precious"  resources  In  the  area  are  the 
cultural  resources  such  as  ghost  towns  and  remnants  of  our 
historic  western  expansion  period  In  the  1800's.   In  other  areas 
and  other  states  most  of  the  old  ghost  towns  have  been  destroyed 
or  the  atmosphere  changed   dramatically  by  having  new  mines  1n 
the  immediate  vicinity.   Bodle  Hills  MA  is  one  of  the  few  areas 
where  true  ghost  towns  and  historic  sites  have  been  left 
relatively  unmolested  1n  modern  times.   Withdrawing  all  land  in 
the  Bodle  Mining  District  from  any  mining  consideration  is  the 
preference.   We  especially  urge  access  to  private  lands  across 
BLM  lands  not  be  permitted  for  mining  purposes.   We  do  not 
believe  that  this  Is  an  Issue  that  should  involve  mitigation  or 
negotiation. 
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CONCLUSI ON : 


We  would  again  like  to  compliment  BLM  on  the  thorough  preparation 
of  the  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact 
Statement.   We  applaud  their  efforts  but  feel  that  they  do  not  go 
nearly  far  enough  for  the  preservation  and  protection  of  their 
managed  lands. 

We  urge  unconditional  restrictions  on  mining  activities  on  public 
lands  in  the  best  Interest  of  the  general  public.   We  ask  that 
all  mining  activity  In  the  Bodle  Mining  District  and  especially 
in  the  vicinity  of  Bodle  State  Historic  Park,  Bodle  Bowl,  Bodle 
Bluff  and  Standard  Hill  be  totally  forbidden.   We  ask  that  all 
BLM  land  1n  the  vicinity  of  the  above  be  closed  to  use  by  mining 
companies,  including  access  routes  across  BLM  lands. 

We  would  remind  all  BLM  managers  and  officials  Including 
Secretary  Lujan  that  BLM  is  a  trustee  of  public  lands.    AS 
TRUSTEE,  BLM's  HIGHEST  PRIORITY  SHOULD  BE  THE  PROTECTIOM  AND 
PRESERVATION  OF  RESOURCES,  WHETHER  VISUAL,  HISTORICAL,  CULTURAL, 
ARCHEOLOGICAL ,  OR  NATURAL.   We  agree  that  management  of  public 
lands  should  Include  multi-uses  but  only  to  the  extent  that  those 
uses  are  not  detrimental  to  the  resources  and  the  public  trust. 
BLM  has  a  fiduciary  and  moral  responsibility  to  all  of  the  people 
1 n  America  to  manage  those  resources  in  a  such  a  way  that  they 
are  not  diminished  for  the  profit  of  a  few.   We  urge  BLM  to  take 
the  strongest  possible  stand  in  their  dealings  with  individuals, 
corporations  and  trade  associations  seeking  project  approval  and 
to  keep  their  priorities  aligned  with  the  public  trust. 
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Tulley) 


(Noella  Ballenger  and  Jalien 


26-1)  The  assertion  that  gold  is  a  nonessential  mineral  is  not  entirely 
correct.  About  15%  of  all  gold  produced  is  used  for  industrial 
purposes,  such  as  dentistry  and  electronics.  Moreover,  an  entire 
industry  is  based  on  making  jewelry  from  gold.  The  impacts  to 
this  industry  and  to  the  economy  supported  by  the  industry 
would  be  great  if  gold  were  no  longer  available. 

About  90%  of  all  silver  produced  has  industrial  applications,  the 
remaining  1 0%  used  in  jewelry.  Is  silver  "essential?"  The  BLM 
could  not  and  should  not  assume  the  responsibility  of  defining 
"essential"  versus  "nonessential"  minerals.  Any  attempt  to 
regulate  mining  in  such  a  manner  would  embroil  the  BLM  in 
controversy  and  severely  curtail  the  agency's  Congressionally- 
mandated  mission  of  multiple-use  management. 

26-2,3,4)    See  general  response  on  minerals  (p.5-13). 

26-5)  The  multiple  use  concept,  as  intended  by  Congress,  includes 
minerals  as  a  resource  in  the  same  light  as  wildlife,  cultural,  and 
other  resources  on  public  lands.  The  BLM  views  mining  as  a 
legitimate  use  of  public  lands  as  long  as  mining  activities 
conform  with  regulations  and  other  BLM  mandated  restraints. 
The  RMP  is  not,  in  itself,  an  instrument  to  propose  or  approve  of 
future  mining  projects.  Manpower  requirements  in  the  future  will 
depend  on  what  level  of  regulation  is  mandated  by  the  RMP. 
Proposals  for  additional  staff  will  be  determined  by  management 
direction  and  fortified  by  the  RMP  requirements. 

26-6)  BLM  has  no  authority  to  eliminate  mining  on  public  lands  as  a 
management  tool  for  sub-surface  resources  except  as  part  of  a 
mineral  withdrawal.  In  the  case  of  mineral  withdrawals,  claimants 
have  rights  to  minerals  as  a  property  right. 

26-7)      Please  refer  to  response  1 5-2. 

26-8)  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  It  has  been  noted  and 
documented. 


26-9)  The  62  acres  of  public  land  identified  for  disposal  under 
alternative  2  are  adjacent  to  existing  residential  developments  in 
Bridgeport.  In  the  Preferred  Alternative  (alternative  4),  only  2 
acres  near  Bridgeport  are  identified  for  disposal  for  residential 
expansion,  due  to  the  importance  of  natural  resources  in  this 
area.  The  lands  and  minerals  map  for  alternatives  2  and  4  also 
identified  the  Bodie  Cemetery  Recreation  and  Public  Purpose 
(R&PP)  Lease  for  disposal.  The  purpose  of  this  disposal  would 
be  to  allow  the  California  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation  to 
patent  this  parcel  under  the  R&PP  Act.  This  disposal  was  added 
at  the  request  of  the  California  Department  of  Parks  and 
Recreation.  Mention  of  this  R&PP  disposal  was  inadvertently 
omitted  from  the  narrative  in  the  draft;  it  is  included  in  the  final. 

BLM  can  sell  or  exchange  public  land  without  releasing  mineral 
rights  if  doing  so  would  best  serve  the  public  interest.  The 
question  of  whether  or  not  to  retain  mineral  rights  on  a  particular 
parcel  will  be  considered  prior  to  any  disposal;  the  decision  will 
be  based  on  a  detailed  analysis  of  each  case  and  it  would  be 
inappropriate  to  make  that  decision  at  this  time.  By  regulation, 
R&PP  leases  are  closed  to  mineral  entry.  R&PP  patents  always 
reserve  mineral  rights  to  the  federal  government. 

26-10)    See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals  (p.5-9). 

26-1 1)  Your  comments  have  been  noted  and  considered.  The  Bureau 
does  not  intend  to  construct  a  visitor-interpretive  center  near  the 
state  park.  As  in  the  past,  the  Bureau  will  manage  the  Bodie 
Bowl  area  in  accordance  with  the  Bodie  Bowl  Cooperative 
Agreement.  For  further  information  about  the  cooperative 
agreement,  refer  to  the  draft  RMP,  Chapter  3,  Recreation  Use 
Areas. 

26-12)      See  general  response  for  Bodie  (p.5-5)  and  item  5  of  minerals 
response. 
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26-13)  Water  for  mining  in  the  Bodie  Hills  management  area  would 
come  from  local  ground  water.  The  Bureau  is  required  under 
the  Federal  Land  Policy  Management  Act  to  provide  for 
extraction  of  metalliferous  minerals.  Measures  involving  water 
conservation,  protection  of  water  quality,  and  protection  of 
biological  resources  associated  with  surface  water  sources 
would  be  applied  to  any  proposed  activities,  including  mineral 
extraction. 

26-14)  Surface  and  ground  water  quality  are  closely  monitored  at 
cyanide  heap  leaching  operations.  Plans  of  operation  have 
bond  requirements.  See  the  general  response  on  minerals. 

26-15)  We  appreciate  your  endorsement  of  the  DPC  goals  we  have 
established.  Under  RMP  implementation  and  monitoring,  we  will 
manage  activities  such  as  grazing,  mining,  geothermal,  fuelwood 
harvesting  and  recreation  to  meet  vegetation  condition  objectives 
where  DPC  management  occurs. 

26-16)  We  consider  the  National  Historic  Landmark  at  Bodie  to  be  one 
of  the  most  important  resources  within  the  Bishop  Resource 
Area.  The  main  thrust  of  management  within  the  Bodie  Hills  MA 
is  protection  of  the  National  Historic  Landmark  at  and  around  the 
town  of  Bodie,  and  we  are  giving  it  our  highest  priority  for 
protection.  The  VRM  and  ACEC  decisions  in  Alternative  4  have 
been  rewritten  to  more  clearly  reflect  this  intent.  The  final  RMP 
also  includes  a  mineral  withdrawal  within  the  Bodie  Bowl  (p.2- 
22). 

By  law  and  regulation,  we  are  directed  to  prevent  unnecessary 
and  undue  degradation  of  resources  by  any  mining  operation. 
Through  these  decisions  and  the  guidelines  described  under 
support  needs,  we  will  establish  criteria  which  define 
unnecessary  and  undue  degradation  as  anything  which  would 
impair  the  integrity  of  the  existing  historical  landscape,  or  would 
be  inconsistent  with  the  Landmark  goals.  These  decisions  and 
guidelines  would  guide  any  proposed  activity,  whether  for 
mining,  recreation,  wildlife,  or  livestock. 


No  operation  of  any  type  would  be  allowed  if  it  could  not  comply 
with  these  guidelines  and  decisions.  See  general  Bodie 
response. 

This  management  area  does  not  include  Masonic  nor  Chemung, 
which  are  on  the  Toiyabe  National  Forest. 

26-17)    See  response  54-4. 

26-18)    The  term  "super  project"  has  been  deleted  from  the  final. 


26-19) 


There  are  private  lands  within  the  Bodie  Bowl  over  which  the 
BLM  has  no  authority.  Access  to  a  private  mine  over  existing 
roads  on  public  land  will  be  allowed  unless  the  BLM  determines 
that  the  off-site  activity  would  cause  undue  and  unnecessary 
degradation  to  public  lands.  If  so  justified,  the  road  would  have 
to  be  closed  to  all  users. 


26-20)    See  the  general  response  for  Bodie. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  27   (Ruth  Morefield) 

27-1)      See  the  general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.5-1 6). 


5-66 


Alan  Carlton 
Attorney  at  Law 

1601  Oakland  Ave. 

Piedmont  CA  94611 
(415)  652-865B 


January  2,  1791 


Mike  Ferguson,  Area  Manager 

BLM 

787  North  Main  St.  Suite  P 

Bishop  CA  93S14 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson, 

These  are  my  comments  on  the  Bishop  Resource  Management 
Plan: 

(1)  The  power line  proposal  should  be  deleted.   There  is  no 
28s       demonstrated  need  for  the  corridor,  and  a  proposal  that  does 

not  include  the  effect  of  the  entire  corridor  is  ridiculous. 

(2)  There  should  be  a  lot  more  wilderness  proposed  in  the 
South  Inyos,  Granite  Mountain,  and  the  Bodie  Hills.   I  have 
been  in  some  of  the  areas  that  are  not  included  and  know 
their  wilderness  qualities; 

(3)  No  grazing  should  be  allowed  on  all  BLM  lands  in  the 
area.   Grazing  has  damaged  the  resource  and  amounts  to  a 
public  subsidy  of  the  cattle  ranchers.   The  ranchers  do  not 
own  the  land  they  have  overgrazed  for  generations. 

(4)  The  plan  should  include  mineral  location  withdrawals  in 
all  of  the  South  Inyos  and  Bodie  Hills.   The  mining  that 
will  be  prevented  will  do  much  more  damage  that  the  value  of 
any  minerals  that  might  be  found. 

(5)  All  fire  suppression  except  around  developed  areas 
should  be  stopped.   Fire  is  a  natural  process  that 
ultimately  is  beneficial.   Suppressing  fires  damages  the 
land  and  is  expensive. 

<6)   The  plan  should  include  a  program  for  reintroducing 
Bighorn  Sheep  in  the  Inyo  Mountains. 


Sincerely  yours, 


Alan  Carlton 


r-h.-ii 
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787  N.  Main  St. ,  Ste  F 
Bishop.  CA  93514 

Dear  Mike  Ferguson : 

2«t    These  are  comments  on  the  Bishop/E.   Sierra  draft  plan.    Please 
change  the  plan  to  correct  the  following  before  approving  it: 

1.  eliminate  the   east-west  power line   corridor  as   inappropriate 
and  unnecessary;  choose  alternate  outside  Bishop  resource  area 

2    there  should  be  more  wilderness    in  the  So   Inyos.  Granite 
Mt..  Bodie  Hills  and  Volcanic  Tableland. 

3.   change  grazing  regulations  since  area  is  badly  overgrazed 
and  prohibit  grazing   near  streams,   marshes  and  other   sensitive 
and  damaged  areas. 

4_    protect  non-game  species  of  plant  and  animals;  it   is  good 
that  the  plan   protects  some  of  the  sensitive  species  -  the  list 


% 


should  be  expanded. 

watershed  should  remain  protected;  current   changes  would 
te  and  make  possible   certain  developments,  hydropower  and 


5. 

promote  qiiu  inajse  possiDie   certain  aevelopme... 

geothermal  projects;  keep  existing  withdrawals. 


6.  support  mineral  location  withdrawals  for  the  entire  S  Inyo 
Mgmnt  Area  and  entire  Bodie  Hills  Mgmnt  Area  to  prevent  mines 
from  scarring  the  land  and  polluting  the  water. 

7.  Don't  build  a  trail  in  the  Slinkard  Valley  -  preserving 
primitive  wilderness  and  wildlife  habitat  is  more  important  - 
spend  the  $  on  that.  ( 

8.  eliminate  the  bulldozers  and  roadbuilding  as  firefighting 
techniques  -  they  damage  wilderness  more  than  fires  and  current 
practice  is  to  let  natural  fires  burn. 

9.  establish  Inyo  Bristlecone  Pine  Protective  Area 

10.  Establish  right-  of-way  for  existing  Inyo  Mt .  trails 

11.  establish  Bighorn  Sheep  herd  in  the  Inyos 
Create  mining   location  withdrawals  along  Pat  Keyes  trail 


12 
13 


Create  wild  river  status  for  Rough  Creek  in  Bodie  Hills  area 
Thank  you  for  ensuring  these  provisions  in  a  mgmnt  plan! 


\jjX^      K^Ur^ 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  28 

28)  Letters  28a  and  28b  represent  24  similar  letters.  These  letters 
were  apparently  inspired  by  the  Desert  Survivors  flyer  attached 
to  Letter  133.  They  generally  followed  the  outline  of  the 
criticisms  listed  on  the  second  page  of  the  flyer.  Twenty  letters 
opposed  the  powerline  corridor,  20  letters  said  the  wilderness 
acreage  was  inadequate,  19  wanted  more  protection  from 
grazing,  7  felt  non-game  species  were  not  given  enough 
attention,  15  opposed  doing  away  with  the  watershed 
withdrawals,  1 5  wanted  large  mineral  withdrawals  in  the  South 
Inyo  and  Bodie  Hills  management  areas,  8  were  opposed  to 
construction  of  a  trail  in  Slinkard  Valley,  1 7  were  against  full  fire 
suppression  using  bulldozers,  5  encouraged  establishment  of  a 
bristlecone  pine  protective  area,  5  supported  access  rights-of- 
way  for  existing  trails  in  the  Inyo  Mountains,  7  want  a  bighorn 
sheep  herd  established  in  the  Inyos,  3  supported  mineral 
withdrawals  along  the  Pat  Keyes  Trail,  and  5  support  wild  river 
status  for  Rough  Creek.  In  addition,  one  letter  said  grazing 
should  be  eliminated  entirely,  one  wanted  the  Slinkard  Valley  trail 
built,  one  wanted  more  ACECs,  one  wanted  no  mini-hydro  or 
geothermal  development,  and  one  wanted  more  emphasis  on 
threatened,  endangered  and  sensitive  species.  The  authors  of 
these  letters  are  listed  in  Table  5-1.  For  a  response  to  most  of 
their  concerns,  see  our  response  to  Letter  98  which  is  from  the 
president  of  Desert  Survivors. 
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IN  REPLY  REFER  TO: 

L7619(WR-RP) 
December  20,  1990 


Memorandum 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 

WESTERN  REGION 

450  GOLDEN  GATE  AVENUE.  BOX  J606S 

SAN  FRANCISCO.  CALIFORNIA  94102 


To:  Area  Manager,  Bishop  Resource  Area,  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 

Bishop,  California 

From:   ^.C^Associate  Regional  Director,  Resource  Management  and  Planning, 
Western  Region 

Subject:  Draft  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact 

Statement,  Inyo  and  Mono  Counties,  California  (DES-90/24) 

We  have  reviewed  the  subject  plan  and  environmental  statement.    Our  major 
concern  is  with  the  two  National  Historic  Landmarks,  the  Bodie  Historic  District 
(Mono  County)  and  the  Manzanar  World  War  II  Japanese  Detention  Camp  (Inyo 
County),  both  contained  in  the  Bishop  Resource  Area. 

National  Historic  Landmark  status  is  the  highest  honorary  designation  that  a  historic 
property  can  attain.  Overall,  the  draft  management  plan  and  preferred  alternative  are 
commendable  for  their  recognition  of  the  special  values  of  both  properties  and  for 
proposing  measures  that  would  afford  these  landmarks  protection  and  interpretation. 
However,  Bodie  is  currently  threatened  with  mining  exploration  and  a  potential  large- 
scale  mining  operation  within  the  proposed  landmark  boundaries  and  adjacent  to  the 
State  Historic  Park.    Vandalism  is  a  recurring  problem  at  Manzanar. 

With  respect  to  Manzanar,  we  completed  a  Study  of  Alternatives  for  the  area  in  1989. 
Based  on  this  study,  legislation  to  authorize  a  Manzanar  National  Historic  Site  was 
recently  introduced  in  the  House  (H.R.  5948).    This  proposal  calls  for  a  historic  site 
of  approximately  500  acres,  which  includes  the  main  camp  area.    Acquisition  of 
additional  adjacent  lands  by  BLM,  and  their  management  to  preserve  the  existing 
natural  scene,  would  enhance  the  historic  site  proposal  by  protecting  the  historic 
scene  and  additional  historic  resources.    A  copy  of  the  Manzanar  study  is  enclosed 
for  your  information. 

The  Bodie  Historic  District,  located  within  the  Bodie  Hills  Management  Area  of  the 
Bishop  Resource  Area  was  designated  a  landmark  in  1961.    The  documentation  of 
the  resources  and  their  significance  does  not  meet  current  standards,  and  the 
district  lacks  a  boundary.    National  Park  Service  personnel  from  the  Western 
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Regional  Office  are  currently  revising  the  documentation  for  the  landmark  and 
developing  a  landmark  boundary.  The  proposed  landmark  boundary  includes 
approximately  2,740  acres  of  BLM  land;  activities  related  to  the  documentation 
project  are  being  coordinated  with  the  BLM  State  and  Area  offices. 

The  preferred  alternative  appropriately  includes  designation  of  the  Bodie  Bowl  as  an 
Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC).    Bodie's  status  as  a  National 
Historic  Landmark  and  its  historic,  archeological,  and  landscape  values  are  not 
consistently  recognized  throughout  the  draft  management  plan,  however.    We  believe 
that  the  protection  afforded  Bodie's  landmark  values  should  be  consistent  with,  and 
greater  than,  the  protection  provided  to  other  cultural  resources  within  the  Resource 
Area,  due  to  its  landmark  status.   The  objectives  outlined  in  Alternative  3  for  the 
Bodie  Hills  Management  Area  therefore  are  more  consistent  with  protection  of 
Bodie's  NHL  values  than  those  of  the  Preferred  Alternative.    Mineral  withdrawals  on 
BLM  land  in  the  Bodie  Bowl,  proposed  under  Alternative  3  but  not  under  the 
Preferred  Alternative,  would  be  consistent  with  mineral  withdrawals  undertaken  to 
protect  Dogtown  and  the  Bishop  Petroglyph  Loop  and  should  be  included  in  the 
preferred  alternative.    Realizing  that  valid  existing  mining  claims  exist  throughout 
most  or  all  of  BLM's  land  within  and  around  the  National  Historic  Landmark,  a  policy 
is  nevertheless  needed  to  withdraw  from  mineral  entry  what  can  be  withdrawn  at 
present  and  as  claims  lapse.    Restrictions  on  mining  activities  on  valid  existing 
claims  are  also  essential  to  protect  Bodie's  cultural  resources  and  historic  landscape 
values. 

Statements  in  portions  of  the  draft  management  plan  are  inconsistent  as  to  how 
mineral  withdrawals  and  restrictions  on  mining  activities  in  the  Bodie  Bowl  would 
affect  the  historic  landscape  and  visual  resource,  and  in  some  cases  are  misleading 
as  to  the  level  of  protection  these  measures  would  provide.    Mineral  withdrawals  and 
mining  restrictions  would  apply  only  to  BLM  property,  whereas  most  of  the  recent 
mineral  exploration  has  occurred  on  private  patented  land.    It  should  be  made  clear 
throughout  the  document  that  if  an  open  pit  mining  project  proceeds  on  Bodie  Bluff, 
even  with  BLM  mineral  withdrawals  and/or  restrictions,  significant  degradation  of  the 
landmark  will  no  doubt  occur  and  the  visual  resource  will  be  adversely  affected. 

Other  comments  on  specific  parts  of  the  draft  management  plan  and  EIS  follow. 

Pages  65-66:   The  "Decisions"  and  "Support  Needs"  within  Alternative  4  in  the  Bodie 
Hills  Management  Area  should  recognize  that  actions  affecting  the  National  Historic 
Landmark  must  comply  with  Sections  106  and  110  of  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act,  which  may  provide  more  protection  than  the  FLPMA  requirement  to 
avoid  unnecessary  and  undue  degradation.    The  list  of  objectives  for  the  Bodie  Bowl 
ACEC  should  specify  the  protective  measures  to  be  taken. 

Page  120:    The  draft  plan  currently  states  that  BLM  intends  to  "specially  manage" 
lands  surrounding  Bodie  that  are  within  observation  of  the  state  park.    Special 
management  within  the  Bodie  Bowl  SRMA  should  be  extended  to  BLM  lands 
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surrounding  Bodie  that  are  visible  from  the  scenic  byways  identified  in  the  draft 
management  plan,  including  the  Geiger  Grade  and  Bodie  Road.    This  section  also 
should  note  Bodie's  NHL  status  and  historic  landscape  values. 

Page  149-151:    The  discussion  of  the  Bodie  Hills  Management  Area  should 
recognize  Bodie's  NHL  status  and  the  need  for  special  protection.    Recent  damage 
(within  the  past  20  years)  has  occurred  to  historic  sites  and  artifacts  within  the 
proposed  NHL  boundary  due  to  grazing  and  construction  of  structures,  fences, 
water  control  structures,  etc.    This  section  should  note  that  the  landforms  and 
structures  created  through  historic  mining  activities  which  damaged  streams  through 
water  diversion,  channelization,  and  creation  of  a  tailings  pond,  are  now  considered 
part  of  the  historic  landscape  and  contributing  features  to  the  NHL. 

Page  202:   We  disagree  that  mining  activities  outside  of  and  adjacent  to  Bodie 
would  have  minor  negative  impacts  on  historic  structures  and  that  most  impacts 
could  be  avoided  or  mitigated  within  specific  project  proposals.    We  agree  that  there 
would  be  a  severe  negative  impact  upon  the  historic  landscape  and  setting  and  that 
projects  will  need  to  be  designed  with  special  care  to  avoid  significant  negative 
impacts.   There  are  a  large  number  of  structures  and  countless  archeological  sites 
and  artifacts  scattered  on  private  and  BLM  lands  surrounding  the  State  Park  which 
can  hardly  be  avoided  by  large-scale  mining  exploration  and/or  operations. 
Avoidance  or  mitigation  of  impacts  on  individual  sites  may  be  possible,  however  the 
overall  effects  of  a  large-scale  mining  operation  on  the  historic  landscape  could  not 
be  avoided  or  easily  mitigated. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  your  draft  plan  and 
environmental  impact  statement. 


(QxZpr- 


Enclosure 

cc:    (w/o  enc.) 

Ann  Huston,  Branch  of  Preservation  Assistance,  Division  of  National  Register 

Programs,  Western  Region 
Chief,  Environmental  Quality  Division,  National  Park  Service 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  29  (National  Park  Service) 

29-1)  Thank  you  for  providing  us  with  a  copy  of  your  Manzanar  study. 
Our  preferred  alternative  calls  for  BLM  acquisition  of  the 
Manzanar  historic  site.  If  the  National  Park  Service  is 
unsuccessful  in  its  bid  to  acquire  this  property,  BLM  acquisition 
may  be  a  fall-back  position.  We  believe  BLM  management  of 
this  site  could  be  more  cost  effective  than  NPS  management, 
due  to  our  established  presence  in  the  Owens  Valley. 

29-2)  The  decisions  affecting  the  town  of  Bodie  and  the  National 
Landmark  have  been  rewritten  in  the  final  to  clarify  this;  please 
see  Chapter  2.  The  protection  which  will  be  afforded  Bodie  is 
appreciably  greater  than  that  afforded  any  other  cultural 
resource  within  the  Resource  Area.  See  general  Bodie  response 
(p.5-5)  for  an  overall  discussion  of  this  question. 

29-3,4)  See  general  responses  on  minerals  (p.5-13)  and  on  Bodie. 

29-5)  Section  1 06  and  1 1 0  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  are 
federal  law  which  is  adhered  to  for  all  Bureau  actions,  and  is 
therefore  a  given.  The  general  policy  statements  in  Chapter  1 
include  a  reference  to  Section  106,  and  have  been  modified  to 
include  a  reference  to  Section  1 1 0. 

The  decisions  for  the  Bodie  Bowl  have  been  rewritten  to  clarify 
the  objectives.  Specific  guidelines  and  standards  to  prevent 
unnecessary  and  undue  degradation  of  the  Historic  Landmark, 
as  proposed  in  the  support  needs  section,  will  be  developed  in 
a  separate  step  after  this  plan  is  completed.  Please  see  general 
Bodie  response  for  more  detail. 

29-6)  The  Bureau  considers  the  resource  values  in  the  Bodie  Bowl  to 
be  the  most  significant  in  the  Bodie  Hills  Management  Area. 
Although  the  values  outside  the  Bowl  are  less  significant,  the 
Bureau  recognizes  the  management  importance  of  the  travel 
corridors  to  Bodie  State  Park  (see  the  draft  RMP,  chapter  3, 
pp.149-151).  Subsequently,  the  Bureau  increased  its  visual 
resources  management  of  viewsheds  along  all  major  roads: 
Bodie  Road,  Geiger  Grade,  Cottonwood  Canyon  Road,  and  the 


Aurora  Road.  The  viewsheds  have  been  designated  as  VRM 
class  II  under  the  preferred  alternative.  Additionally,  vehicle  use 
will  be  limited  to  designated  routes  and  trails  throughout  the 
entire  management  area.  Wildlife  habitat  and  watershed 
enhancement  will  augment  protection  throughout  the 
management  area.  For  further  information,  please  see  general 
Bodie  response.  Historic  landscape  values  will  be  described  in 
the  upcoming  ACEC  plan. 

29-7)  An  errata  section  for  chapter  3  of  the  draft  EIS  is  found  in 
Appendix  6  of  this  document.  It  includes  a  discussion  of  existing 
conditions  within  the  proposed  NHL  boundary.  The  Bureau 
recognizes  that  features  resulting  from  historic  damage  to  Bodie 
Creek  are  important  to  the  historic  landscape  of  the  area.  We 
have  no  plans  to  physically  modify  these  features.  However, 
Bodie  Creek  will  be  allowed  to  respond  to  natural  stream 
restoration  processes. 

29-8)  We  cannot  predict  what  mitigation  measures  would  be  needed 
for  a  mining  project  adjacent  to  Bodie  because  we  have  not  yet 
received  a  specific  mining  proposal  from  Galactic  or  any  other 
mining  operator.  When  a  plan  of  operation  is  received  we  will 
prepare  an  EA  or  EIS  to  evaluate  specific  impacts  to  all 
resources.  Any  mitigation  measures  will  be  formulated  in 
consultation  with  Mono  County,  the  National  Park  Service  and  all 
other  affected  parties. 

In  general,  we  can  foresee  some  possible  mitigation  measures. 
Visual  impacts  could  be  reduced  by  limiting  operations  to  times 
when  the  Park  was  closed.  Impacts  to  structures  could  be 
mitigated  by  carefully  engineered  drilling  and  blasting  programs 
that  concentrate  energy  in  the  mining  area  and  minimize  the 
energy  directed  toward  the  structures.  Special  stipulations  for 
dust  and  noise  emissions  could  keep  these  at  acceptable  levels. 

It  may  be  that  open  pit  mining  in  the  Bodie  Bowl  is  incompatible 
with  protection  of  historic  resources.  In  that  case  it  may  be 
necessary  to  purchase  the  mining  properties  from  the  claimants 
at  a  fair  market  value. 
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Orange  County  historical  Society 


P.O.  Box  10984 

Santa  Am,  CA  92702 

(714)535-3815 


January  7,  1991 


Mike  Ferguson 

Area  Manager 

United  States  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

787  N.  Main  Street 

Suite  P 

Bishop,  California  93514 


Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 


I  and  other  members  of  the  Orange  County  Conservancy  are  writing  to  express 
our  concern  about  the  present  threat  to  Bodie,  California  posed  by  the 
intended  open-pit  mining  operations  of  Galatic  Resources,  Ltd.  The  draft 
Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  eastern 
Sierra  does  not  adequately  preserve  and  protect  this  historic  resource  and  we 
aslc  that  preservation  of  Bodie  be  made  a  high  BLM  priority. 

Although  Conservancy  members  are  situated  in  another  county,  we  are  concerned 
with  the  continual  destruction  of  historic  and  cultural  sites  throughout  the 
State  of  California.   Bodie  is  not  only  a  National  Historic  Landmark  but  the 
State  s  best  preserved  and  most  authentic  ghost  town.   A  large  number  of 
Orange  County  Historical  Society  members  have  also  visited  and  inmenselv 
enjoyed  Bodie.  J 

We  ask  that  Bodie  State  Historic  Park  be  fully  preserved  so  that  future 
generations  can  enjoy  the  site  for  decades  to  come. 
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Sincerely, 


Debora  Richey 

Vice-Chair 

Orange  County  Conservancy 
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Mike  Ferguson 

Area  Manager 

BLM 

787  N.  Main  Street  Su.  P 

Bishop,  CA.  93514 


Dear  Mr.  Furguson: 
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I  am  aware  that  there  are  proposals  for  large  scale  mining  developments  in 
the  vicinity  of  Bodie.  I  have  also  been  informed  that  the  Draft  Resource 
Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  is  still  open  for  public 
comment. 

Bodie  is  a  place  of  special  meaning  to  me.  My  grandfather  freighted  ore 
from  there  just  after  the  turn  of  the  century.   I'm  told  other  members  of  my  family 
were  in  Bodie  of  and  on  as  well  as  at  Denny  and  Convict  Lake.  I  visited  Bodie 
twice,  once  in  the  late  1950s,  and  again  in  1965.  This  past  November  I  recognized 
Bodie  in  a  flight  from  Salt  Lake  City  to  San  Francisco.  It  was  interesting  to  reflect 
on  the  90  years  represented  by  this  latest  encounter. 

I  have  not  read  the  RMP/EIS,  but  in  light  of  interest  from  the  mining 
industry  in  this  district,  I  fear  that  the  historic  values  of  Bodie  and  the 
surrounding  resources,  must  be  addressed  in  an  aggressive  fashion  by  the  BLM. 
This  could  mean  limiting  the  amount  and  scale  of  mining  activity.  That  is  a  very 
difficult,  if  not  impossible  approach,  given  the  constraints  of  the  1872  Mining  Law 
and  the  past  record  of  the  BLM  in  such  matters.  In  view  of  that  the  only 
meaningful  protection  that  can  be  given  is  the  withdrawal  from  mineral  entry  of 
the  remaining  public  lands.  In  addition,  there  should  be  a  priority  for  acquisition 
through  trust,  exchange  or  purchase,  of  lands  identified  as  significant  parcels 
necessary  to  protect  the  historic  and  natural  integrity  of  the  Bodie  area. 

The  paradox  of  Bodie,  found  as  a  mining  community,  and  threatened  as  a 
sacrifice  area  for  a  few  tons  of  gold  bullion  should  not  be  allowed  to  play  out  to  the 
bitter  end.  Its  significance  to  California  and  the  nation  can  only  be  realized 
through  its  protection,  not  by  the  bars  and  neck  chains  it  could  produce. 


Please  keep  me  informed,  and 


d  the  final  documents  when  released. 


109  N.  Broadway 
Bozeman,  MT.  59715 
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January  3,  1991 


Mr.  Mike  Ferguson 

Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Suite  P 

787  N.  Main  Street 

Bishop,  Ca.  93514 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson, 


We  strongly  urge  the  BLM  to  include  the  protection  of  the 
3°c  historic  ghost  town  of  Bodie  in  its  Resource  Management 

Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  eastern 
Sierra  . 
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Bodie  is  an  important  part  of  our  Western  heritage.  It  is 
meant  to  be  appreciated  and  enjoyed  by  us  and  generations 
to  come  in  a  serene  setting,  not  as  the  adjunct  of  a  huge 
noisy,  vibrating,  polluting,  traffic-making  and  environmen- 
tally destructive  mining  operation. 

As  Westerners  who  cherish  our  history  and  heritage,  we  ask 
you  to  listen  to  us  and  many  others  like  us:  Help  preserve 
Bodie.  Call  for  a  complete  withdrawal  of  mineral  activity 
in  the  area  around  this  fragile  ghost  town. 

Sincerely, 

Walter  R.  Hell  Joan  Heil 

P.O.  Box  702 
Yerington,  Nv.  89447 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  30 

30)  Letters  30a,  30b  and  30c  represent  318  letters  similar  to  those 
shown  on  this  and  the  following  page.  The  letters  address 
protection  and  preservation  of  Bodie,  and  concern  that  mineral 
extraction,  etc.  will  destroy  or  adversely  affect  the  site.  These 
letters  can  be  summarized  as  follows: 

1)  There  were  117  comments,  including  a  petition  with  15 
signatures,  that  the  primary  goal  of  the  RMP  should  be  to 
preserve  and  protect  Bodie.  The  concerns  expressed  were 
for  the  historical  and  cultural  values,  including  both  structures 
and  historic  setting,  and  the  value  of  preservation  for  future 
generations;  the  atmosphere  of  a  ghost  town,  the  best 
preserved  example  of  a  historic  mining  town  in  the  western 
U.S.;  and  the  solitude.  The  total  may  be  best  expressed  as 
the  "Bodie  experience.* 

2)  There  were  20  comments  suggesting  that  no  mineral 
extraction,  exploration  or  activity  of  any  kind  should  be 
allowed  in  the  area  because  of  the  value  of  Bodie  and  the 
need  to  preserve  it. 

3)  There  were  21 8  comments  that  a  mineral  withdrawal  be  made 
of  the  entire  Bodie  area  (and  a  couple  mentioned  the  entire 
Bodie  Mountain  management  area).  They  felt  that  this  was 
either  the  best  way  to  protect  Bodie,  or  a  necessary  adjunct 
to  other  proposed  decisions. 

4)  One  commentor  thought  that  mining  would  be  acceptable  if 
out  of  sight  of  Bodie,  no  sounds  would  be  heard  in  Bodie, 
and  haul  roads  were  built  so  that  they  would  not  be  seen 
from  Bodie. 

5)  There  were  8  comments  expressing  concern  that  vibration 
from  heavy  equipment  or  blasting  would  damage  structures 
at  Bodie. 
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6)  There  were  5  comments  which  mentioned  the  damage 
caused  by  mining  at  sites  such  as  Jamestown,  Aurora,  and 
Beatty. 

7)  There  were  14  comments  which  urged  us  to  consider  the 
long  term  impacts  and  needs  of  the  area,  not  just  the  short 
term  effects.  Specific  concerns  were  that  mining  would  come 
in,  irreparably  damage  the  area,  and  be  gone,  while  the 
major  economy  of  the  area  is  based  on  tourism.  They  view 
the  long  term  benefits  of  Bodie  as  a  tourist  attraction  to  far 
outweigh  the  short  term  benefits  from  any  mining  activity. 

8)  There  were  14  comments  opposed  to  allowing  any  foreign 
owned  company  to  come  in  and  destroy  a  valuable  cultural 
resource  such  as  Bodie. 

9)  There  were  9  comments  expressing  concerns  for  the 
environment  if  mining  were  allowed  in  the  area.  The  three 
issues  raised  were  about  impacts  to  threatened  and 
endangered  and  other  wildlife  species'  habitat;  the  dangers 
of  cyanide  leach  ponds  to  wildlife,  especially  migratory 
waterfowl;  and  the  problem  of  mining  waste. 

10)  There  was  one  request  that  we  expand  the  boundary  of  the 
National  Historic  Landmark. 

1 1)  There  was  one  comment  expressing  worry  that  development 
of  a  mining  operation,  with  attendant  facilities  for  workers 
and  their  families,  would  result  in  many  more  people 
wandering  around  the  area  and  more  vandalism  to  the 
historic  sites  and  artifacts. 

RESPONSE: 

1)  The  primary  goal  of  management  within  the  Bodie  Mountain 
Management  Area  is  preservation  and  protection  of  Bodie. 
The  BLM  considers  the  National  Historic  Landmark  to  be  of 
great  importance.  Several  of  the  decisions  have  been 
rewritten  to  more  clearly  reflect  this  intent.  Examples  are 
designation  of  the  Bodie  Bowl  as  an  Area  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern  (ACEC;  this  would  require  a  plan  of 


operations  be  submitted  for  any  proposed  mining  activity), 
and  the  decision  to  develop  limits  of  acceptable  change  to 
the  historic  landscape  which  aH  projects  must  meet,  be  they 
related  to  mining,  recreation,  wildlife  or  other  use. 

2)  The  Mining  Law  of  1872  and  BLM  mining  regulations  give 
certain  rights  to  holders  of  valid  mining  claims.  We  can 
impose  environmental  restrictions  in  some  cases.  By 
establishing  an  ACEC  in  the  area  and  defining  limits  of 
acceptable  change  which  must  be  met  by  all  proposed 
projects,  we  intend  to  manage  the  area  in  a  manner  which 
will  protect  Bodie  and  the  National  Historic  Landmark.  The 
final  RMP  includes  a  mineral  withdrawal  within  the  Bodie 
Bowl;  see  Chapter  2  (p.2-22)  and  the  general  response  for 
Bodie  (p.5-5). 

3)  A  mineral  withdrawal  does  not  affect  the  valid  existing  claims 
in  the  Bodie  area.  Mineral  explorations  and  development 
may  still  proceed. 

4)  Comment  noted. 

5)  We  have  no  exact  understanding  at  this  time  of  potential 
effects  on  Bodie  of  blasting  or  heavy  equipment  use.  This  is 
one  area  which  will  be  addressed  in  establishing  the  limits  of 
acceptable  change  criteria. 

6)  Comments  noted. 

7)  Any  activity,  mining  or  otherwise,  allowed  in  the  area  would 
be  required  to  meet  certain  standards  to  be  developed  as 
"limits  of  acceptable  change."  Additionally,  any  proposed 
mining  operation  would  be  required  to  prepare  a  reclamation 
plan  and  submit  a  bond  prior  to  beginning  the  operation. 
Future  use  of  the  site,  as  well  as  preservation  of  the  existing 
values,  would  be  considered. 

8)  Comments  noted. 
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9)  See  the  response  to  number  7  above.  Additional 
environmental  restrictions  would  be  imposed  to  guard  against 
any  environmental  damage.  Cyanide  leach  ponds  can  be 
covered  in  a  manner  so  that  migratory  waterfowl  and  other 
animals  cannot  gain  access  to  them.  T  &  E  species  habitat 
is  a  vital  concern,  and  any  approved  mining  operation  would 
have  built  in  mitigation  measures  required  so  that  there  would 
be  no  net  loss  of  habitat  or  negative  effect  upon  the  species. 

10)  The  boundary  issue  is  being  studied  and  will  be  determined 
by  the  National  Park  Service.  There  will  likely  be  a  larger 
area  within  the  new  boundary  than  the  500  acres  currently 
described  in  the  original  National  Historic  Landmark 
designation. 

11)  This  is  a  potential  problem.  However,  any  operation  meeting 
the  limits  of  acceptable  change  criteria  would  most  likely 
have  housing  for  workers  located  a  considerable  distance 
from  the  site. 


BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS 
COUNTY  OF  MONO 

P.  O.  Box  715.  Bridgeport.  California   03517 


NANCY  WELLS.  Clorh  oF  tha  Board 
[OIB]  037- 73  I  1.  Ext.  215 


January  19,  1991 


■*ichael  A .    Ferguson,  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Manaqement 
787  N.  Main  Street,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA  93514 

Re:   Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  and  EIS  Comments 
near  Mike : 

The  County  of  Mono  appreciates  the  ODPortunity  to  review 
and  comment  on  the  Draft  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan 
(RMP)  and  Environmental  Imoact  Statement  (EIS) .   You  and 
your  staff  should  be  commended  for  draftina  a  comorehen- 
siye  yet  concise  document.   Our  attached  comments" focus 
primarily  on  the  consistency  of  the  RMP  with  County  plan- 
ning policies  and  community  planning  efforts  currently 
underway. 

Questions  concerning  our  comments  should  be  directed  to 
our  Planning  Director  Scott  Burns. 

Sincerelv,        ,'\ 

7  -^ ;) 


M*rf#fiU*»& 


DANIEL  R.  PARANICK 

Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors 

County  of  Mono 

DRP/nw 

Enclosures 
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31-Y 


MONO  COUNTY  RMP  COMMENTS 


GENERAL  COMMENTS 


Mono  County  supports  the  document's  position  that  land 
exchanges  should  occur  on  a  willing  seller  basis.  Since  nearly 
90%  of  Mono  County  is  federally  owned,  a  policy  should  be 
added  that  land  acquisitions/disposals  should  not  result  in  a  net 
loss  of  private  land  in  individual  management  areas,  and  shall  not 
result  in  a  net  loss  of  land  within  Mono  County.  We  also  support 
the  concept  of  lifting  the  watershed  withdrawals  that  were 
enacted  by  Congress  and  the  President  in  the  1930's  to  protect 
the  watershed  for  the  City  of  Los  Angeles;  the  RMP  however 
should  include  a  discussion  of  the  potential  impacts  that  could 
result  from  lifting  the  withdrawal  status. 

We  recommend  adding  a  policy  that  land  disposals  for 
community  or  local  government  purposes  that  are  identified  In 
local  general  plan  documents  be  given  priority  consideration. 

The  computer  mapping  capabilities  developed  as  part  of  your 
planning  process  will  be  an  asset  in  the  implementation  and 
coordination  of  the  RMP.  The  County  appreciates  BLM's  current 
efforts  to  coordinate  with  the  County  to  share  computer 
generated  information  and  resources. 

The  BLM's  efforts  to  solicit  local  Input  for  the  RMP  should  be 
commended.   The  County  requests  that  these  efforts  continue 
during  the  development  of  the  Final  RMP. 

The  County  supports  the  Preferred  Alternative's  Intent  to  resolve 
issues  in  a  balanced  manner  and  provide  for  the  development  of 
resources  while  protecting  or  enhancing  environmental  values. 
The  following  comments  focus  on  the  Preferred  Alternative 
decisions. 


COLEVTLLE  MANAGEMENT  AREA 
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The  Preferred  Alternative  proposes  acquiring  960  acres  of 
private  land  west  of  Highway  395  in  the  Walker/Coleville  area, 
and  disposing  of  BLM  land  at  the  Walker  Landfill  and  the  Tolyabe 
Indian  Health  Clinic.  The  Antelope  Valley  Regional  Planning 
Advisory  Committee  (RPAC)  has  taken  a  position  that  no  net  loss 
of  private  lands  should  result  from  BLM  acquisitions  in  the  valley. 
The  RPAC  recommends  the  area  south  of  the  landfill  and  east  of 
Eastside  Lane  as  appropriate  for  additional  BLM  disposals. 
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The  RPAC  otherwise  concurs  with  the  management  theme, 
decisions,  support  needs,  and  rationale  of  the  Preferred 
Alternative  for  the  Coleville  Management  Area. 

A  policy  should  be  added  that  calls  for  BLM  to  cooperate  with 
Mono  County  and  the  Walker  River  Irrigation  District  in  the 
development  of  a  water  management  and  recreation  plan  for  the 
Topaz  Reservoir. 


BRIDGEPORT  VALLEY 


The  Bridgeport  Regional  Planning  Advisory  Committee 
recommends  that  the  BLM  not  dispose  of  lands  for  community 
expansion.  Rather,  the  RPAC  recommends  that  the  BLM  acquire 
the  Bridgeport  Reservoir  and  lands  generally  extending  one  half 
mile  from  the  shoreline  for  recreational  purposes.  The  RPAC 
otherwise  supports,  with  minor  changes,  the  management 
theme,  decisions,  support  needs,  and  rational  of  the  Preferred 
Alternative  for  the  Bridgeport  Valley  Management  Area.  The 
additional  recommendations  of  the  Bridgeport  RPAC  will  be 
available  following  adoption  of  their  minutes  on  January  17. 

The  County  suggests  that  a  policy  be  added  proposing  that  the 
BLM  work  with  Mono  County  in  developing  a  Special  Area 
Management  Plan  for  wetland  areas  in  the  Bridgeport  Valley,  as 
well  as  other  wetland  areas  of  common  concern.  This  planning 
process  may  identify  possible  BLM  lands  suitable  for  wetlands 
restoration,  and  the  need  for  land  disposals  for  wetland  related 
land  banking  purposes  could  result. 

The  County  supports  the  policy  of  enhancing  dispersed 
recreation  opportunities  in  the  Bridgeport  Area,  and  the  support 
needs  of  acquiring  access  around  Bridgeport  Reservoir  and 
developing  Interpretive  facilities  at  waterfowl  areas  in  Sections 
18  and  19. 

The  County  supports  designating  the  Conway  Summit  Area  as  an 
Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  in  order  to  protect 
scenery  and  enhance  dispersed  recreation;  we  also  support 
maintaining  the  Travertine  Hot  Springs  ACEC. 

A  policy  should  be  added  that  calls  for  BLM  to  cooperate  with 
Mono  County  and  the  Walker  River  irrigation  District  in  the 
development  of  a  water  management  and  recreation  plan  for  the 
Bridgeport  Reservoir. 
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BODIE  HILLS  MANAGEMENT  AREA 

The  County  supports  retaining  Bodie's  historic  integrity  (page 
49),  however  the  document  should  clarify  several  apparent 
inconsistencies  regarding  the  management  of  Bodie. 
Specifically: 

On  page  120  the  document  identifies  as  a  major  issue  "the 
potential  development  of  an  open  pit  gold  mine  near  Bodie 
Bluff.  Present  day  mining  operations  of  this  magnitude 
would  be  incompatible  with  the  overall  objectives  of  the 
area."  This  statement  seems  to  conflict  with  the 
reasonable  foreseeable  scenario  that  is  discussed  under  the 
Preferred  Alternative,  which  anticipates  development  of 
"the  Bodle-Galactic  Project"(page  180).  The  document 
should  clarify  whether  mining  in  the  Bodie  vicinity  is 
compatible  with  the  plan.  The  County  Is  particularly 
Interested  in  the  compatibility  issue  since  we  are  in  the 
process  of  preparing  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  for 
a  mining  exploration  project  at  Bodie. 

In  conversations  with  BLM  personnel,  we  have  been 
informed  that  the  visual  resource  management  (VRM) 
objective  for  Bodie  Bowl  was  inaccurately  described  in  the 
document.  It  was  pointed  out  that  the  VRM  1  standard 
would  be  modified  to  emphasize  the  historical  character  of 
the  landscape,  rather  than  the  natural  undisturbed 
environment.  The  County  supports  clarification  of  the 
visual  policies  for  the  Bodie  Bowl. 

The  actual  extent  of  the  Bodie  Bowl  should  be  clarified  in 
the  document.  The  RMP  maps  of  the  area  appear  to 
conflict  with  the  Bodie  Bowl  area  defined  by  the  State 
Parks  in  their  Bodie  Resource  Management  Plan.  The 
State  Parks  Plan  (Figure  2)  shows  the  Bodie  Bowl  area  to 
be  significantly  smaller  than  the  area  illustrated  in  the 
RMP 

The  policy  on  page  65  proposing  disposal  of  two  acres  of 
BLM  land  for  residential  expansion  should  be  clarified.  In 
viewing  the  Lands  and  Minerals  Map  for  Alternative  4.  it 
appears  that  the  land  proposed  for  disposal  is  within  the 
Bodie  Bowl  ACEC.  The  County  General  Plan  has  not 
designated  this  area  for  residential  use,  nor  is  the  area 
proposed  for  residential  uses  in  our  draft  general  plan 
update.  The  rational  for  the  proposed  disposal  should  be 
discussed,  as  well  as  its  consistency  with  the  ACEC,  SRMA, 
and  County  planning  documents. 


31-13  The    standards    and    guldelined    that   will    be    used    to 

determine  when  unnecessary  and  undue  degradation 
occurs  to  the  National  Landmark  should  be  included  in  the 
RMP. 


The  County  supports  the  policy  allowing  fuelwood  and  Christmas 
tree  harvesting. 

We  recommend  that  a  policy  be  added  that  calls  for  the  BLM  to 
cooperate  with  Mono  County  in  planning  efforts  in  the  Bodie 
area,  including  regulating  mining  activity  and  reclamation. 

We  support  prohibiting  grazing  on  the  Copper  Mountain 
allotment  to  reduce  conflicts  with  wildlife.  The  removal  of 
grazing  from  this  area  is  consistent  with  the  mitigation  measures 
adopted  by  Mono  County  for  the  Conway  Ranch  Specific  Plan. 
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GRANITE  MOUNTAIN  MANAGEMENT  AREA 


A  policy  should  be  added  that  calls  for  the  BLM  to  work  with 
local  planning  groups  to  identify  potential  land  disposal  areas. 
No  net  loss  of  private  lands  should  occur  as  a  result  of  BLM  land 
acquisitions  In  the  Mono  Basin  portion  of  the  Granite  Mountain 
area. 

The  County  supports  the  policy  of  developing  an  interpretive 
plan  highlighting  historic,  wildlife,  scenic,  and  geologic  values 
focusing  on  the  Mono  Basin  Scenic  Area/Bodie  travel  corridor. 

The  County  supports  the  policy  allowing  fuelwood  and  Christmas 
tree  harvesting  in  the  Granite  Mountain  Area. 


LONG  VALLEY  MANAGEMENT  AREA 


The  RMP  calls  for  acquiring  80  acres  of  land  near  the  McGee 
Creek  and  Long  Valley  community  areas  for  deer  habitat 
purposes.  It  appears  that  these  areas  are  also  situated  in 
potential  avalanche  areas.  The  County  supports  these 
acquisitions  on  a  willing  seller  basis,  and  suggests  that  an  equal 
acreage  amount  be  made  available  for  disposal  near  Long  Valley 
communities.  A  policy  should  be  added  that  calls  for  the  BLM  to 
work  with  local  planning  groups  to  Identify  potential  land 
disposals  outside  of  avalanche  areas  for  community  expansion 
purposes  in  the  Long  Valley  area. 
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The  County  appreciates  the  policy  calling  for  consistency  with 
the  Mammoth/June  Lake  Airport  Land  Use  Plan. 

The  County  concurs  that  there  is  a  tremendous  potential  to 
enhance  recreation  opportunities  and  dramatically  increase 
visitor  use  in  the  Long  Valley  area.  We  support  the  policies  for 
additional  recreation  in  the  area,  particularly  the  one  calling  for 
an  activity  plan  for  hot  springs  management,  interpretation  of 
geologic  features,  mountain  bike  trail  development,  dispersed 
camping  and  other  recreation.  The  management  theme  of 
enhancing  wildlife  habitat,  scenic  values,  and  other 
environmental  features  is  consistent  with  our  draft  Mammoth 
Vicinity  Plan,  as  well  as  our  existing  general  plan  documents. 
Recognizing  the  abundance  and  diversity  of  wildlife  in  portions 
of  this  area.  It  appears  that  a  portion  of  this  area  may  be  worthy 
of  a  special  designation  such  as  an  ACEC. 


BENTON  MANAGEMENT  AREA 

We  support  the  numerous  land  disposals  Identified  in  the 
Benton.  Hammil,  and  Chalfant  Valleys  for  residential  expansion, 
community  purposes  and  agricultural  use.  The  5,382  acres 
proposed  for  disposal  appear  to  be  consistent  with  the  views  of 
the  Tri-Valley  Regional  Planning  Advisory  Committee. 

The  RMP  should  include  a  discussion  of  possible  impacts  to 
private  land  users  caused  by  the  development  of  new  habitat  for 
the  Owens  pupfish,  Owens  speckled  dace,  and  Owens  tui  chub. 
It  appears  that  some  of  the  sites  proposed  for  habitat 
development  are  near  private  lands  that  could  be  affected  by  the 
restrictive  management  policies  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act 
that  accompany  these  species.  New  habitat  sites  should  have 
sufficient  buffers  from  private  lands  to  ensure  that  permitted 
private  land  uses  will  not  be  affected. 

We  support  the  policy  of  developing  an  interpretive  program 
highlighting  the  Fish  Slough  ACEC,  pronghom.  geologic  values  in 
the  Volcanic  Tableland,  and  local  cultural  values. 

Mono  County  supports  the  Preferred  Alternative's 
recommendation  of  not  designating  the  Pizona  or  Queen  Valley 
areas  as  transmission  line  corridors. 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  31    (Mono  County) 

31-1)      See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals  (p.5-9). 

31-2)      See  general  response  for  watershed  withdrawals  (p.  5-8). 

31-3)  Land  exchange  will  be  the  preferred  method  of  land  disposal 
and  acquisition.  Priorities  will  have  to  be  assigned  on  a  case  by 
case  basis,  depending  on  the  resource  values  present  and  the 
relative  public  benefits  for  each  exchange  proposal. 

31-4)  The  efforts  have  continued  throughout  the  public  comment 
period;  and  we  will  continue  to  make  every  effort  to  involve  the 
public  in  our  management  of  public  lands  in  the  future. 

31 -4A)  Public  review  of  specific  land  tenure  adjustment  proposals  will  be 
an  important  part  of  the  process.  It  is  not  likely  that  any  land  will 
be  acquired  if  the  land  tenure  adjustment  is  opposed  by  the 
local  community.  The  land  south  of  the  landfill  and  east  of 
Eastside  Lane  is  not  identified  for  disposal  because  of  its 
importance  as  mule  deer  winter  range. 

31-5)  A  support  need  has  been  added  to  the  final  RMP  which 
identifies  the  Bureau  to  cooperate  with  Mono  County  and  the 
Walker  River  Irrigation  District  in  the  development  of  any  future 
recreation  plans  for  Topaz  Lake. 

31-6)  The  Bureau  currently  manages  an  ample  amount  of  contiguous 
public  land  along  the  northeast  and  west  shorelines  of 
Bridgeport  Reservoir.  Recreation  opportunities  are  currently 
available  on  these  public  lands.  The  RMP  does  propose 
securing  access  to  the  west  shore  to  facilitate  use  in  this  area. 
Since  we  believe  that  most  private  land  along  Bridgeport 
Reservoir  is  developed,  it  would  be  impractical  to  purchase 
these  lands  from  private  sellers.  Our  proposed  disposals  are 
intended  to  improve  the  local  economy  and  meet  comunity 
needs.  We  have,  however,  added  a  support  need  to  the  final 
RMP  which  directs  the  Bureau  to  cooperate  with  Mono  County 
and  the  Walker  River  Irrigation  District  in  developing  future 
recreation  management  around  the  reservoir. 
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31-7)  A  support  need  has  been  added  to  the  proposed  action  for  the 
Bridgeport  Management  Area  directing  the  BLM  to  cooperate 
with  Mono  County  on  management  of  wetland  areas  of  common 
concern. 

31-8)  A  support  need  has  been  added  to  the  final  RMP  which  directs 
the  Bureau  to  cooperate  with  Mono  County  and  the  Walker  River 
Irrigation  District  in  the  development  of  any  future  recreation 
plans  for  Bridgeport  Reservoir. 

31-9)  See  general  responses  for  minerals  (p.5-13)  and  for  Bodie  (p.5- 
5).  Also  see  response  29-8. 

31  -1 0)  Thank  you  for  your  comment;  it  has  been  noted  and  considered. 
The  final  RMP  will  clarify  visual  resource  management  policies  for 
the  Bodie  Bowl.   Please  see  general  Bodie  response. 

31-11)  The  extent  of  the  Bodie  Bowl  was  agreed  upon  between  BLM 
and  California  Parks  and  Recreation  in  their  Cooperative 
Agreement  dated  1983.  The  RMP  maps  are  in  accordance  with 
that  agreement. 

31-12)  Land  disposals  in  the  Bodie  Management  Area  have  been 
clarified  in  the  final  RMP/EIS.  The  two-acre  parcel  for  residential 
expansion  is  near  Bridgeport  (adjacent  to  disposal  proposed  in 
the  Bridgeport  Management  Area).  The  Bodie  cemetery  has 
been  identified  for  addition  to  Bodie  State  Park.  This  40-acre 
parcel  is  presently  under  Recreation  and  Public  Purpose  (R&PP) 
lease  to  the  state  and  can  be  patented  under  the  R&PP  act. 

31-13)  Developing  standards  and  guidelines  to  determine  when 
unnecessary  and  undue  degradation  occurs  is  a  step  which  will 
be  taken  after  completion  of  the  RMP.  It  will  require  additional 
public  input  and  technical  expertise  which  is  not  available  at  this 
office,  nor  could  it  be  completed  within  the  time  frames  required 
for  this  document. 

31-14)  All  plans  of  operations  and  notices  for  mining  received  by  BLM 
will  be  evaluated  concurrently  with  Mono  County  as  per  the 
stipulations  in  the  recently-adopted  MOU  for  mining. 


31  -1 5)    See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals. 

31-16)  Lands  have  not  been  identified  for  disposal  near  Long  Valley 
communities  because  of  the  importance  of  the  land  for  deer 
habitat. 

31-17)  In  alternative  3  an  ACEC  was  proposed  (see  p. 72  of  the  draft 
RMP)  in  the  northeast  portion  of  the  Long  Valley  management 
area.  This  decision  was  dropped  in  the  proposed  action. 
Yearlong  protection  management  and  enhancement  or 
development  of  new  habitat  for  sensitive  or  listed  species  are 
now  decisions  in  the  proposed  action.  These  decisions,  along 
with  those  concerning  DPC  goals,  potential  acquisition  of 
important  wildlife  habitat,  and  seasonal  and  yearlong  protection 
of  other  habitats  should  provide  the  intensive  management 
actions  necessary  for  implementing  the  management  there. 

31-18)  The  development  of  new  habitat  at  Willow  Creek  and  in  section 
5  immediately  south  of  Lone  Tree  Creek  could  only  occur  if  the 
BLM  were  to  acquire  the  private  land  at  either  site.  The 
proposed  locations  at  Marble  Creek  and  Section  23  spring  are 
on  BLM  administered  land  and  are  not  expected  to  have  any 
effect  on  downstream  water  users  in  those  general  areas.  The 
unnamed  spring  in  Section  21  at  Millner  Creek  is  immediately 
adjacent  to  an  Indian  allotment.  Any  development  of  new  habitat 
at  this  location  would  likely  require  a  cooperative 
agreement/conservation  easement  from  the  allotment  holder. 
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32-2 


^B/udgepo/tt  Indian  ^esewation 


January  7,    1991 


P.  O.  BOX  37 
BRIDGEPORT,  CALIFORNIA  93517 


Mr.   Hi.cha.zt  A.    Ferguson,  Area  Manager 
Bureau  o  (5  Land  Management 
Bishop  Resource  Area 
Til  N.   Main  St.,  Suite  P 
Bishop,    CA     93514-Z49S 

RE:         Cooperative  Agreement  (Jor  Travertine  Hoi  Spring-5 


Vo.au  Mr.   Ferguson, 

A4  Criai/imaH  of  the  Bridgeport  Indian  Colony,   7  wtcie  ift-65  letter  to 
rea^-irm  our  interest  in  putA.id.ng  a  cooperative  agreement  luct/t  -Che  Bureau 
si!  Land  Management  i$dr  special  management:  and  pn.oto.aXX.on  of  the.  Tnave.ittA.ne. 
Hot  Spningi  Area  ojj  BAA.dge.poit. 

As  you  fenou),  we  are  proposing  that  our  traditions  and  culture  be  given 
priority  consideration  (,0/1  the  development  and  management  o&  the  Hot  Spningi 
Area.     We  are  highly  interested  in  preserving  this  area  ok  an  intrinsic 
pant  of  our  culture  and  traditions,   yet  vie  want  to  be  able  to  sustain  our- 
selves ec.onomica.Ujy,  socially,  and  cultuAally  in  this  isolated  geognaphic 
area. 

7  will  be  wniting  a  detailed  propoial  by  May  15,    1991 ,   to  do  a  Land 
and  Hatural  Resource  Management  Plan  for  oan  JnJ.be.     7  mould  like,  to  in- 
clude as  one  of  the  main  objective*  of  this  proposal,  a  cooperative  agree- 
ment with  the  BLM.     I  would  like  to  request  an  outline  of,  the.  BUI' & 
involvement  and/on  a  letter  of,  intent  that  I     might  include  with  this 
propoAal. 

Attached  you  will  find  my  comments  regarding  the  BLH's  proposed  action 
(,on  Management  of  the  Travertine  Hot  Spnings  Area  -  ACEC.     7  would    also 
like  to  request  a  copy  of,  the.  separate  report  for  designation  of,  the  ACEC. 

Thankyou  in  advance.,  and  should  you  have  queitions  please  call  me 
it  (619)   932-70S3    Mondays,  Tuesdays,  and  Wednesdays . 


619-932-7083 


'/ 


^Sincerely, 


f  j/^ff*-  I 


JoAeph  A.  Sam 
y         Chainman 


enclosures 


^B/tidgepoftt  Indian  ^eseMation 

P.  O.  BOX  37 
BRIDGEPORT,  CALIFORNIA  93517 


619-9327033 


MEMORANDUM 


PATE:    Jan.  6,    199! 

TO:      Bureau  of  Land  Management 

FROM:    Art  Sam,  Chainmnn,   Bridgeport  Indian  Colony 

SUBJECT:  Bridgeport  Management  Area  -  Proposed  Action 
for   ACEC  -  Traver-tine  Hot  Springs,  Area 


($ 


7)) 


3-2.-3 


32-4 


The  BLH'i  proposed  action  for  special  designation  of  the  ACEC    _ 
is  good  as  these  are  unique  areas  deserving  special  coniA.denatA.onA. 
Although,   I'm  concerned  how  this  designation  may  affect  our  Trtbes 
interest  in  pursuing  a  cooperative  agreement  for  ipecial  manage- 
ment and  protection  o (J  the  Travertine  Hot  Spningi  Area. 

The  proposed  withdrawal  0(S  the  Travertine  Hot  Springs  area  from 
locatable  minerals  exploration  and  development  is  also  good. 

Another  concern  that  7  have  is  that  geothenmal  leasing  is  confined 
to  only  a  one(l)  mile  radius  and  this  closed  area  can  be  modified 
if  hydrologic  studies  a  how  a  larger  on  smallen  area  would  be 
appropriate  to  protect  the  resource.     7  iuggest  the  entire  area  -a 
delicately  interrelated  and  living  and  that,  only  a  -forger  area  be 
appropniate  to  protect  the  resources. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  32  (Bridgeport  Indian  Reservation) 

32-1 )  The  RMP  directs  the  Bureau  to  explore  cooperative  management 
of  the  ACEC  with  Native  Americans  and  other  groups.  As  a  part 
of  our  RMP  implementation  effort,  the  Bureau  would  work  with 
the  Indian  reservation  to  identify  mutual  concerns  and  develop 
a  cooperative  management  agreement  to  address  those 
concerns. 

32-2)  Under  separate  cover,  a  Federal  Register  notice  describing  the 
ACEC  designation  has  been  sent  to  your  office. 

32-3)      See  response  32-1 . 

32-4)      See  general  response  for  geothermal  (p.  5-1 5),  item  2. 


33-1 
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January  3,  1991 
Dear  Sirs: 


John  R.  Swanson 
3400  Edmund  Blvd. 
Minneapolis,  MN   55406 


Please  accept  my  comments  concerning  the  Draft  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement.  Bureau  of  Land  Management.  U.S.  Department  of  the 
Interior . 

I  am  acquainted  with  the  Bishop  Resource  Area,  and  continue  to  agree  that  this  area 
contains  outstanding  roadless-wilderness,  wildlife-biological  and  scenic-visual 
resources  of  certain  National  significance.  As  this  Resource  Area  presents  unique 
varied  and  fragile  natural  attributes  that  fully  benefit  man  and  all  life.  I,  then 
wish  to  advise  that  I  oppose  the  suggested  preferred  alternative. 


As  this  alternative  will  destroy  wilderness,  biological  and  visual  resources, 
well  as  decimate  soil,  water  and  air  resources. 


As 


May  I  suggest  a  preservation  alternative  that  will  preserve  the  natural  features  of 
this  area.  With  this  Bishop  Resource  Area  classified  and  managed  as  a  National 
Natural  Reserve,  and  to  include  no  surface  or  sub-surface  activities  and 
developments.   So  as  to  fully  serve  man  and  all  life. 

So  select  each  of  the  following  areas,  with  acres,  as  a  wilderness,  and  as  located 
on  this  Bishop  Resource  Area.  With  such  areas  with  acres  to  be  added  to  our  National 
Wilderness  Preservation  System,  as  each  area-acres  possess  outstanding  wilderness 
att  ributes: 

areas-acres 
Sinkard  7,600 
Carson  Iceberg  1,970 
Masonic  Mountains  9,000 
Sweet  Water  1,300 
Bodie  18,200 
Bodie  Mountains  27,000 
Mt.  Biedeman  14,800 
Norman  Meadows  8,500 
Walford  Springs  14,000 
Granite  Mountains  56,000 
Exclusion  14,600 
Benton  Range  7,000 
White  Mountains  12,400 
Chidago  Canyon  24,000 
Fish  Slough  21,000 
Casa  Diablo  7,200 
Volcanic  Tableland  13,900 
Rovana  (Wheeler  Ridge)  5,000 
Bishop  Creek  1,600 
Coyote  Southeast  3,600 
Crater  Mountain  7,300 
Paiute  8,800 
Tinemaha  3,680 
Symmes  Creek  9,100 
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33-t 

3»-7 

Sit 


Independence  Creek  10,1 00 
Wonoga  Peak  4,000 
Southern  Inyo  40.R00 
Cerro  Gordo  18,400 
Black  Canyon  7,000 
Laurel-McGee  113 

With  the  above  areas  plus  additional  areas  of  certain  wilderness  characteristics,  to 
receive  wilderness  identification  and  to  include  some  570,000  acres  to  577,500  acres. 

To  include  streams  in  our  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System.  With  the  following 
streams  to  be  initially  added  to  this  River's  System,  such  as: 

Virginia  Creek 
Hog  Creek 
Green  Creek 
Rough  Creek 
Atastra  Creek 
Rock  Creek 
Fish  Slough 
Hot  Creek 

Independence  Creek 
George  Creek 

To  select  this  resource  area  as  a  National  Critical  Biological  Habitat  Area  so  as  to 
assure  the  proper  conservation  of  all  biological  species  including  the: 

Owens  Pup  Fish 
Bald  Eagle 
Owens  Tin"  Chub 
Peregrine  Fal con 
Lahontan  Cut  throat  Trout 

I  wish  to  advise  of  my  general  opposition  to  the  power  line  corridor  proposal  (1A). 
As  such  power  lines  destroy  very  valuable  soil,  habitat  and  visual  resources. 

I  Livestock  grazing  continues  to  decimate  the  vital  water  sheds  of  this  area  and  must 
|  be  properly  terminated  in  order  to  save  the  plants  and  soil  in  this  region. 

I  And  mining  must  be  eliminated  so  as  to  properly  manage  the  surface  and  sub-surface 
resources  of  this  Resource  Area. 

I  To  fully  ban  all  use  of  off-road  vehicles  so  as  to  control  noise,  air  pollution  and 
soil/water  destruction. 

I  And  to  acquire  all  in  holdings,  with  no  disposal  of  any  public  lands,  so  as  to 
|  proper  1 y  manage  all  of  our  pubic  lands. 

For  when  we  save  our  natural  lands  and  waters; 
We  Save  America- 

Sincerely , 

/s/ 

John  R.  Swanson 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  33  (John  R.  Swanson) 

33-1)  Subsurface  and  surface  activities  are  permitted  under  the 
preferred  alternative  if  such  actions  can  be  mitigated  to  ensure 
that  other  resources  are  adequately  protected.  Mining  activities 
could  be  approved  if  they  conform  to  RMP  guidelines  within  the 
National  Natural  Reserve.  See  general  response  for  minerals 
(p.5-13). 

33-2)  Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 

33-3)      See  response  to  letter  1 . 

33-4)      We  appreciate  your  response.  Your  concerns  have  been  noted. 

33-5)  The  decisions  affecting  the  livestock  grazing,  DPC  goals  and 
Standard  Operating  Procedures  will  maintain  or  improve 
vegetation  condition  and  reduce  many  negative  effects  of 
livestock  grazing.  The  decisions  of  the  Proposed  Action  provide 
for  balanced  and  realistic  multiple  use  for  each  management 
area. 

33-6)  BLM  has  no  authority  to  eliminate  mining  on  public  lands  except 
as  part  of  a  mineral  withdrawal.  In  the  case  of  mineral 
withdrawals,  claimants  have  grandfather  rights  to  minerals  as  a 
property  right. 

33-7)  Please  see  general  response  to  comments  on  OHV  management 
(p.5-8). 

33-8)      See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals  (p.5-9). 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE   AIR   FORCE 

HEADQUARTERS   AIR    FORCE    FLIGHT  TEST   CENTER   |AFSC| 
EDWARDS  AIR  FORCE    BASE.  CALIFORNIA   93523 
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Michael  A.  Ferguson,  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
787  (I.  Main  Street.  Suite  P 
Bishop.  CA  93514 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  Resource  Management 
Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (RMP/E1S)  for  the  Bishop  Resource 
Area.  Although  we  have  no  specific  comments  regarding  the  above  document, 
we  would  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  all  environmental 
documentation  developed  assessing  impacts  from  any  proposed  transmission 
line  because  of  the  potential  for  low  level  flights  within  the  vicinity  of 
the  proposed  transmission  line  corridor  (maps  and  information  have  been 
previously  given  to  your  staff  delineating  our  flight  corridors). 

If  you  need  any  additional  information  regarding  our  use  within  the  Bishop 
Resource  Area,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  call  myself  or  Wendy  Waiwood  at 
(805)  277-3837. 

Sincerely . 

"O  r 

BERT  D.    JQJftlSTONE 
Chief,    Plans  and  Policies  Division 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  34   (Edwards  Air  Force  Base) 

34-1)  Impacts  to  low  level  military  training  flights  were  not  analyzed  in 
the  corridor  study.  Since  these  flights  are  higher  than  200  feet 
and  the  transmission  line  towers  would  be  less  than  200,  no 
impacts  are  anticipated.  Although  no  new  corridors  are 
designated,  if  new  transmission  line  projects  are  proposed  within 
the  Resource  Area,  we  will  ensure  that  the  environmental 
assessment  includes  analysis  of  potential  impacts  on  military 
flights. 
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January  8,  1991 

Mr.  Mike  Ferguson 

Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

787  North  Main  Street,  Suite  P 

Bishop,  CA   93514 

RE: 

BLM  Draft 
Eastern 

Resource 
Sierra 

Management  Plan  and 

EIR 

for 

the 

Dear 

Mr.  Ferguson: 

35-/ 
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The  California  State  Lands  Commission  has  apprised  me  of 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  draft  management  plan  and 
environmental  impact  report  for  the  eastern  Sierra.   I  have 
been  dealing  with  the  Commission  over  the  past  three  years 
concerning  the  status  of  Bodie  State  Historic  Park  and  surrounding 
vicinity  (located  in  Mono  County,  California  and  Mineral  County, 
Nevada).   My  initial  review  of  the  draft  plan  leads  me  to  the 
conclusion  that  Bodie  and  its  immediate  area  could  ultimately 
suffer  a  negative  impact  through  implementation  of  the  Resource 
Management  Plan  as  written. 

First,  I  see  Bodie  as  a  significant  resource  towards 
experiencing  and  understanding  the  eastern  Sierra  region.   Bodie 
is  a  teaching  tool  concerning  a  very  important  and  pivotal  era 
in  California  and  Nevada  history  --  the  days  when  pioneer  mining 
acquainted  much  of  the  world  with  the  eastern  Sierra. 

Second,  the  status  of  the  Bodie  town  site  and  general 
ecology  of  the  area  demand  a  conservative  approach  so  as  to 
preserve,  and  not  jeopardize,  the  area.   I  believe  BLM  must 
recognize  and  sanction  this  by  incorporating  provisions  in  the 
resource  management  plan  which  are  consistent  with  the  goal  to 
preserve  Bodie  and  its  vicinity. 

Third,  BLM  should  include  measures  within  the  resource 
management  plan  to  restrict  the  types  and  scale  of  mining  ventures 
allowed  in  the  Bodie  vicinity.   Plans  which  call  for  open  pit 
mining  and  utilizing  cyanide  leaching  of  ore  should  be  banned 
from  this  area. 

Fourth,  the  resource  management  plan  should  define  an  area 
for  a  Bodie-Masonic-Aurora  Historic  Preservation  Zone  (or  district). 
I  would  recommend  the  following  boundaries  for  such  a  zone: 
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Mr.  Mike  Ferguson 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
January  8,  1991 
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Bodie-Masonic-Aurora  Historic  Preservation  Zone 

Commencing  at  the  junction  of  HWY  395  and  HWY  167,  follow 
the  route  of  395  north  to  Bridgeport  (the  city  limits  of  same 
would  be  excluded  from  the  zone),  proceeding  thence  along  the 
route  of  HWY  182  to  the  Nevada  border;  thence  continuing  east 
following  the  Lyon  and  Mineral  Counties  (Nevada)  line,  extend 
said  line  until  it  intersects  the  boundary  of  the  Toiyabe 
National  Forest;  thence  follow  the  National  Forest  boundary 
south  to  the  California-Nevada  state  line,  thence  following 
the  state  line  to  HWY  167;  thence  follow  HWY  167  west  to  HWY  395. 

Fifth,  the  BLM  plan  should  encourage  both  California  and 
vada  to  identify  projects  which  would  restore  and/or  enhance 
historical  areas  and  features  within  the  before  recommended 
historic  preservation  zone. 
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I  see  the  development  of  the  management  resource  plan  as  a 
significant  opportunity  for  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to  act 
as  a  positive  long-term  influence  on  the  eastern  Sierra.   Dealing 
with  the  one  vicinity  I  have  addressed  here,  BLM  can  adopt  policies 
and  initiatives  which  can  become  invaluable  throughout  the  region. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  submit  these  comments  and 
recommendations. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  35  (Steven  Eigenberg) 

35-1,2)  See  general  responses  on  Bodie  (p.5-5)  and  on  minerals  (p.5- 
13). 

35-3)  Study  by  the  National  Park  Service  is  currently  underway  to 
determine  a  boundary  for  the  Bodie  National  Historic  Landmark. 
The  concept  of  a  Historic  District  encompassing  Bodie,  Masonic, 
and  Aurora  has  been  suggested  in  the  past.  However,  the 
distances  and  the  sparsity  of  historic  properties  between  them 
make  it  a  very  poor  candidate  for  a  single  historic  district. 

35-4)  Management  of  resources  within  the  Plan  area  includes  working 
with  the  State  of  California  and  other  agencies.  Examples 
include  continuing  work  at  Bodie  to  preserve  historic  structures, 
and  managing  the  cemetery  (on  public  lands)  as  part  of  the 
State  Park.  While  we  work  with  other  agencies  on  a  regular 
basis,  actions  within  the  State  of  Nevada,  taken  by  the  State  of 
Nevada  are  outside  this  Resource  Area  and  beyond  the  scope 
of  this  plan,  as  are  actions  on  National  Forest  lands. 

35-5)  The  RMP  is  not  a  site-specific  prescription  for  mining  activities  on 
public  lands.  The  proper  short-  and  long-range  safeguards  for 
specific  mining  proposals  will  be  made  at  the  time  of  their 
submission  in  an  EA  or  EIS  for  that  project.  The  scale  of  mining 
is  an  important  criterion  for  determining  whether  or  not  a  project 
would  meet  RMP  guidelines. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  36  (Riley  and  Patricia  McRae) 

36-1 )      Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 

Please  also  see  general  response  to  comments  on  OHV 
management  (p.5-8). 

We  have  noted  and  considered  your  other  comments  as  support 
for  Alternative  3. 


37-/ 
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31 


January  4,  1991 


3690  Falcon  Way 
Reno,  NV   89509 


Mr.  Hike  Ferguson 

Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

787  N.  Main  St.,  Suite  P 

Bishop,  California  93514 

Dear  sir, 

I  have  been  following  several  developing  situations  in  the 
Mono  County  government  and  your  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
I  am  not  pleased  with  the  general  trend  toward  stricter  land 
control  and  awav  from  multiple  use.  I  have  also  heard  Cy  Jamison, 
the  BLM  Director,  explain  BLM's  strong  endorsement  of  Multiple  Use 
and  I  question  why  you  are  proposing  a  "single  use"  management 
plan.  Your  Preferred  Alternative  trends  toward  recreational 
management  as  single  use.  Is  this  because  of  public  pressure  from 
the  "single  use"  recreational  communities  of  Mammoth  and  June 
Lakes? 

I  have  gone  through  your  draft  document  and  I  find  it 
difficult  to  assess.  My  primary  interests  are  in  the  exploration 
and  development  of  mineral  resources.  Your  Preferred  Alternative 
would  place  an  added  burden  of  cost  and  regulatory  permitting  to 
the  development  of  any  mineral  deposit.  I  also  note  that  the 
Preferred  Alternative  would  probably  adversely  affect  other  land 
users  such  as  cattlemen  and  perhaps  some  off  road  users.  I  support 
the  BLM's  stewardship  of  public  lands,  but  your  action  appears  to 
be  a  "taking"  of  public  lands. 

Overall,  I  would  have  to  support  Alternative  #1  -  Continuation 
of  Present  Management  and  not  your  Preferred  Alternative. 


Sincerely, 


Steven  D. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  37  (Steven  D.  Craig) 

37-1 )  The  preferred  alternative  reflects  a  sustainable  variety  of  multiple 
uses  incorporating  ecologically  sound  management  principles. 
Under  the  preferred  alternative,  most  of  the  resource  area 
remains  open  to  livestock  grazing  (81%)  and  mineral 
exploration/development  (96%).  The  preferred  alternative  will 
improve  resource  conditions  and  prevent  environmental 
degradation  so  that  public  lands  serve  as  a  model  for 
environmentally  sound  land  use  management.  A  stronger 
emphasis  is  placed  on  recreation  (including  visual  resources) 
than  in  prior  land  use  plans  because  the  Bureau  recognizes  the 
significance  of  its  recreation  values  and  opportunities  to  the  local 
economy  and  geographic  area.  The  public  supports  recreation 
management  for  the  area  and  tourism  sustains  the  eastern 
Sierra  economy.  Although  the  preferred  alternative  emphasizes 
recreation,  it  provides  flexibility  and  opportunity  to  generate 
benefits  for  all  public  land  users. 

37-2)  The  environmental  restrictions  cited  in  the  RMP  will  increase 
mining  costs  for  some  projects.  These  restrictions  are  not  made 
with  the  goal  of  shutting  down  mining  on  public  lands,  but  only 
to  ensure  that  mining  is  done  in  a  responsible  manner  and  that 
the  mining  projects  are  adequately  reclaimed. 

The  environmental  restrictions  may  also  affect  cattleman  and 
OHV  users. 

See  general  response  on  minerals  (p.  5-1 3). 
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Dear  Mr.  Ferguson, 

I  am  writing  in  regards  to  the  Bishop  Resource  Man- 
agement Plan  concerning  pulic  land  use,  in  paticular  the 
Inyo  Mtn ' s . 

My  main  concern  in  your  'Proposed  Action-South  Inyo 
MA-  Alternative  4',  are  the  four  trails  listed  under  Su- 
pport Needs  and  the  Salt  Tram.  I  have  been  hiking,  phot- 
ographing and  researching  the  Inyo's  since  1985  to  the 
extent  that  I  obtained  employment  at  the  Eastern  Cal.  M- 
useum  and  moved  to  Independence  to  be  closer  to  the  Inyo's 
and  all  the  beauty  and  history  they  encompass. 

During  my  many  hikes  into  the  Inyo's,  I've  photographed 
and  enjoyed  many  historical  and  natural  sites,  unfortunatly 
some  of  these  sites  have  been  carelessly  and  wantonly  van- 
delized  and  destroyed,  (the  recent  attacks  on  the  Salt  Tram, 
and  the  theft  of  a  old  cable  hoist  machine  at  the  Black 
Eagle  Mine)  by  so  called  outdoor  enthusiasts,  and  that  is 
why  I  am  concerned  about  any  future  plans  for  the  Long 
John,  Pat  Keyes,  Union  Wash  and  Forgotten  Pass  trails. 
These  trails  were  built  to  service  the  mining  districts 
and  lead  to  many  old  historical  mines  and  camps  that  have 
yet  to  be  fully  documented. 

I  can  understand  your  position  to  serve  and  inform  the 
public  on  possible  recreational  oppertunities  but  with 
this  new  Managment  Plan  I  see  the  Inyo's  at  a  crossroad. 
For  one  the  Inyo's  still  harbor  important  historical  sites, 
mainly  mining  and  Indian,  that  are  seldom  visted,  some  yet 
to  be  discovered  that  need  to  be  photographed  and  recorded 
which  I  plan  on  devoting  my  life  to.  If  these  trails  are 
made  more  widely  known  and  get  more  use,  I  guarantee  these 
sites  will  be  destroyed  and  lost  forever,  a  good  example 
is  the  Col.  Steven's  Cottonwood  Canyon  Lumber  Mill  in  the 
Sierra's  that  dated  back  to  the  early  1870's.  Once  the 
road  to  Horseshoe  Meadow's  was  in  the  mill  now  more  acc- 
essible was  burned  downed  by  careless  campers  building  a 
campfire  on  the  mill  itself. 

Second,  the  natural  environment  of  the  Inyo's  is 
very  different  then  the  Sierra's.  The  Inyo's  are  more  wide 
open  with  fewer  tree's,  less  water,  more  prone  to  erosion 
from  excessive  use.  The  more  trash  left  behind  from  more 
use  will  blow  all  over  the  mountians  and  last  a  lot  longer 
in  the  drier  climate.  Also  the  possibilty  of  more  off  road 
vehicles  traversing  the  Inyo's  will  undoubtly  mean 
more  abuse  by  those  who  can't  control  their  urge  to  drive 
off  road  to  see  what  is  around  the  hillside,  when  a  5  to 
10  minute  walk  would  suffice  without  scaring  the  hillside. 
I'm  not  for  closing  the  existing  roads,  but  some  kind  of 
regulation's  or  surveillance  of  the  roads,  mainly  the  Swansea 
to  Cerro  Gordo  road,  will  need  to  be  done  if  more  of  the 
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the   public  is  going  to  be  informed  of  the  recreational 
possibilties  in  the  Inyo's. 

Concerning  the  Salt  Tram,  I  have  been  researching  and 
photographing  the  tram  for  four  years  and  am  very  concered 
for  it's  survival  if  more  people  are  made  aware  of  it's 
existence.  I  strongly  belive  special  care  and  thought  sho- 
uld go  into  any  plans  for  the  tram.  I  would  be  more  than 
happy  to  assit  in  any  way  possible  concerning  the  tram, 
please  don't  hesitate  to  contact  me  with  any  question's. 

Of  course  my  own  selfish  reasons  for  not  alerting  the 
public  to  the  trails  and  tram  is  so  I  can  photograph  and 
record  as  much  of  the  history  of  the  Inyo's  befor  I'm  to 
old  to  hike  anymore.  As  I  stated  in  an  earlier  letter  to 
Mr.  Pollini,  the  sad  fact  is  that  too  many  people  do  not 
have  the  respect  it  takes  to  enjoy  and  preserve  the  history 
of  their  surrounding' s . 

So,  if  any  future  plans  concerning  the  four  trails  and 
tram  are  to  be  made,  I  would  be  happy  to  assist  you  in  any 
way  to  meet  the  demand  for  mare  recreational  opportunities, 
while  protecting  the  uniqueness  of  the  Inyo's. 

My  home  phone  is  878-2100,  leave  message,  or  you  can 
contact  me  at  the  Eastern  Cal.  Museum  ,  M  thru  F,  9am  to 
4pm,  at  878-2411  and  ask  operator  for  the  museum. 


Sincerely, 


Don  Becker 
P.O.  Box  127 
Independence , 


Ca.  93526 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  38  (Don  Becker) 

38-1)  We  share  your  concern  about  cultural  resources  protection  in 
the  Inyo  Mountains.  Once  the  area  is  designated  wilderness,  the 
Bureau  will  prepare  a  wilderness  management  plan  which  would 
include  easement  acquisition  and  management  of  trails.  We 
would  identify  potential  impacts  to  cultural  resources  and  take 
appropriate  protective  measures. 

38-2)  We  concur  with  your  comments  and  observations.  An  overall 
monitoring  program  including  Swansea  and  Cerro  Gordo  Roads 
would  be  developed  to  identify  resource  conflicts  and  manage 
visitor  use. 

38-3)  Thank  you  for  your  comments;  they  have  been  noted  and 
documented.  Your  name  has  been  added  to  our  mailing  lists  of 
persons  interested  in  assisting  us  in  visitor  use  management  in 
the  southern  Inyos. 
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Alan  Siraco 

812  A  Vermont  Street 

Oakland,  California   94610 

January  8,  1991 

Mike  Ferguson,  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
787  North  Main  Street,  #P 
Bishop,  California   93514 

Re:   Bishop  Resources  Management  Plan 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

In  a  time  when  we  are  seeing  the  crumbling  of  many  commercial  and 
industrial  enterprises,  it  makes  more  sense  to  preserve  land  in  a 
condition  unadulterated  by  human  beings.   Too  often  we  go  into  an  area, 
change  it  for  some  "use",  and  then,  due  to  economic  stresses,  have  to 
leave  it  unused.   Isn't  it  wiser  to  establish  wilderness  study  ares  in 
order  to  protect  regions  .from  this  abuse?   Put  more  of  them  in  your 
plan.   This  will  allow  for  more  species  diversity  by  providing  the 
necessary  complex  interconnection  of  habitats  that  can  exist  only 
naturally.   We  are  not  capable  of  imitating  it  yet.   And  by  reducing 
the  area  that  we  leave  alone  we  will  inevitably  simplify  the  habitat 
web. 

There  should  be  no  power  line  corridor  running  through  a  wilderness 
study  area.   Those  of  us  who  hike  in  the  desert  already  must  over- (or 
under)-look  the  lines  of  jet  exhaust  which  crisscross  the  sky.   There 
must,  for  aesthetic  reason,  remain  some  areas  which  do  not  evidence  the 
fact  that  humans  have  overrun  this  planet.   In  addition  the 
construction  of  such  a  structure  would  cause  significant  disruption  of 
the  existing  flora  and  fauna. 

Cattle  grazing  must  be  controlled.   The  BLM  has  seen  the  wisdom  of  this 
in  other  areas.   Regarding  recent  restrictions  on  grazing  during 
certain  times  of  the  year  in  the  southern  corner  of  Nevada,  a 
supervisor  in  the  Las  Vegas  office  of  the  BLM  was  recently  quoted  as 
saying,  "Hey,  you  all  can't  be  out  there  on  the  same  land,"   during  a 
time  "when  the  public  began  making  new  demands  on  the  land."   The  lands 
are  public.   If  a  cattle  rancher  wishes  to  produce  a  product,  it  is  not 
unreasonable  that  he  or  she  figure  in  the  cost  of  producing  it,  rather 
than  rely  on  a  resource  that  should  be  shared  by  all  people. 

The  general  message  is:  Please  preserve  as  much  land  as  possible  in  a 
state  that  is  as  unaltered  as  possible  so  that  the  planet's  resources 
remain  alive.   Once  humans  alter  a  region,  it  can  never  within  a 
prehendible  time  return  to  the  delicately  balanced  state  that  it  has 
taken  an  uncomprehendibly  long  time  to  achieve.   Only  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  can  do  this.   That  is  what  is  so  special  about  the 
Bureau.   Don't  treat  the  land  as  a  commodity  and  it  will  provide  us 
with  very  necessary  "products"  for  a  long  time. 

Sincerely, 


a&^ 


Alan  Siraco 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  39  (Alan  Siraco) 

39-1 )  Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 

39-2)  The  southeast  corner  of  the  Soldier  Canyon  Alternative  Corridor 
Area  includes  lands  within  the  Paiute  Wilderness  Study  Area 
(WSA  CA-010-060B).  The  Bureau  has  recommended  this  WSA 
as  not  suitable  for  wilderness  designation.  Powerline 
construction,  however,  could  occur  only  after  Congress  releases 
the  WSA  to  multiple  use  management.  Page  49  of  the  draft  RMP 
states  that  corridor  designation  of  the  north-south  DC  Intertie  will 
extend  1/4  mile  on  either  side  of  the  line,  except  between  and 
along  WSAs  located  on  the  Volcanic  Tablelands,  where  future 
lines  will  have  to  share  space  on  existing  facilities  unless  these 
WSAs  area  are  released  by  Congress. 

39-3)  It  is  BLM  policy  to  manage  grazing  allotments  according  to  the 
forage  available  and  other  resources  within  the  allotment.  Within 
the  Bodie  Hills,  resource  conflicts  are  being  resolved  using 
Coordinated  Resource  Management  Plans  (CRMP)  and  to  date 
six  plans  have  been  developed.  Twenty-five  percent  of  the 
Bishop  Resource  Area  acreage  is  managed  with  either  CRMPs 
or  Allotment  Management  Plans  (AMP).  The  direction  of  the 
RMP  is  to  increase  the  acreage  under  Management  Plans. 
Currently  20%  of  the  resource  area  is  not  grazed  by  livestock. 

Grazing  fees  are  set  annually  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
and  livestock  operators  often  contribute  monies/labor  for 
construction  of  range  management  projects.  Through  the 
CRMPs  and  AMPs  livestock  operators  are  encouraged  to  take  an 
active  role  in  understanding  the  resources  and  to  help  in  the 
monitoring  of  these  resources. 
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January  11,  1991 

Michael  Ferguson 
Bishop  Area  Resource  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
787  N.  Main  St.,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA   93514 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson, 

We  are  residents  of  Mono  county  and  are  responding  to  the 
draft  Resource  Management  Plan  for  BLM  land  in  the  Eastern  Sierra 
that  includes  Inyo  and  Mono  counties.   Though  there  are  some  very 
positive  aspects  in  the  plan,  there  are  some  areas  that  need 
further  consideration.   I  encourage  you  to  support  the  natural 
resource  enhancement  alternative  (Alternative  3)  with  changes 
that  will  provide  more  protection  to  environmentally  sensitive 
lands. 

Alternative  3  proposes  to  withdraw  30,000  acres  of  land  from 
possible  mining.   BLM  lands  adjacent  to  Bodie  State  Historical 
Park  should  also  be  protected  from  development  in  order  to  insure 
that  this  historically  important  landmark  is  not  adversely 
affected.   Only  a  small  portion  of  the  town  of  Bodie  remains 
standing  today  and  the  structures  are  very  fragile.   It  seems 
that  the  mining  operations  proposed  by  Galactic-Bodie  would  be 
disruptive  not  only  to  Bodie  itself  but,  also  to  the  recreational 
enjoyment  of  the  public. 

Off  road  vehicle  use  is  permitted  on  almost  all  of  the  BLM 
land.   Vehicle  use  should  be  restricted  in  many  areas  to  protect 
rare  plants,  sensitive  habitat,  and  wildlife.   Though  ORV  users 
are  asked  to  remain  on  designated  roads  or  trails  it  is  virtually 
impossible  to  monitor  750,000  acres.   These  vehicles  are  very 
destructive  and  their  use  should  be  limited  to  small  designated 
areas.   ORV  users  are  a  small  portion  of  the  population  that 
uses  these  lands  and  the  plan  should  reflect  that.   The 
members  of  the  population  who  enjoy  the  solitude  of  wilderness 
areas  must  be  considered  so  that  this  land  is  available  for 
their  enjoyment,  too. 

It  was  difficult  to  understand  the  grazing  proposals  or 
restrictions  in  the  management  plan.   Range  conditions  on  all  of 
the  BLM  land  should  be  assessed  to  determine  which  areas  are 
being  adversely  affected  and  those  which  are  not.   It  is  well 
known  that  overgrazing  has  negative  affects  on  vegetation  and 
wildlife.   By  studying  the  present  range  conditions,  the  BLM  can 
make  informed  decisions  that  meet  the  needs  of  the  allotees  while 
meeting  the  needs  of  the  range  resource.   Grazing  should  be 
restricted  in  some  areas  to  permit  recovery  of  overgrazed 
lands.   If  possible,  comparison  of  grazed  areas  to  areas  that 
have  never  been  grazed  should  be  made. 


Wilderness  areas  need  to  be  protected  from  further 
development.   A  segment  of  the  population  visits  these  lands 


to 
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hike,  backpack  and  enjoy  the  solitude  wilderness  areas  provide. 
These  areas  should  be  protected  for  the  public  as  well  as  the 
plant  and  wildlife  communities.   The  Wilderness  Study  Areas 
should  be  placed  in  protective  roadless  management  until  congress 
can  act  upon  BLM's  recommendations.   These  areas  should  be 
designated  as  wilderness  to  protect  their  wild  and  undisturbed 
character. 

In  addition  to  these  comments  there  are  many  positive 
aspects  to  the  natural  resource  enhancement  alternative.   We 
support  designation  of  the  ten  rivers  eligible  for  Wild  and 
Scenic  status  and  would  like  to  see  private  lands  in  the  corridor 
!e  acquired  to  increase  the  protection  of  the  streams.   This 

-ternative  includes  more  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 
which  will  protect  critical  plant  and  wildlife  habitat.   We 
appreciate  your  consideration  of  these  comments. 


Sincerely,        I 

Alan  Taylor      Shannon  Nelson 
PO  Box  417 
Lee  Vining,  CA 

93541 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  40  (Alan  Taylor  and  Shannon 

Nelson) 

40-1)  Please  see  general  responses  on  Bodie  (p.5-5)  and  on  minerals 
(p.5-13). 

40-2)  Please  see  general  response  to  comments  on  OHV  management 
(p.5-8). 

40-3)  Range  conditions  are  evaluated  periodically,  particularly  those 
areas  that  are  adversely  affected.  The  allotment  management 
plans  we  have  implemented  and  those  we  are  working  on  and 
plan  for  the  future  will  deal  with  those  concerns.  The  DPC  goals, 
Standard  Operating  Procedures  and  allotment  specific  decisions 
will  contribute  to  improving  range  conditions  and  adversely 
affected  areas. 

40-4)  Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 
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January  13,  1991 

Mike  Ferguson 

Aran  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

717  N.  Main  Street,  Suite  P 

Biehop,  California  93514 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

I  would  like  to  comment  on  the  Draft  Bishop  Resource  Management 
Plan  and  Environmental  Iapact  Statement. 

In  the  Draft,  land  west  of  Independence  and  the  indeoendence  Kesei— 
vation  are  identified  for  disposal  in  Alternative  U   (Preferred 
Alternative),  but  no  mention  is  made  of  my  family's  home  on  Indep- 
endence Crook.   I  would  like  this  property  identified  for  disposal 
q.|H  to  ay  family  in  the  Final  Plan  and  E.  I.S.  People  have  lived  in 
this  home  for  more  than  sixty  years  and  my  family  for  over  forty 
years.   This  is ,an  excellent  opportunity  to  settle  the  question 
of  land  title  that  has  been  ongoing  for  many  years. 

Also,  I  am  opposed  to  either  Independence  Creek  or  George  Creek 
being  desijmated  as  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers. 

Sincerely, 


Robert  E.  Mannatt 
P.O.Box  194 
Independence,  Ca. 


93526 
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January  15,  1991 

Mike  Freguson 

Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

787  N.  Main  Street,  Suite  P 

Bishop,  California   93526 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

I  would  like  to  comment  on  the  DraFt  Management  Plan  and 
the  EIS. 

*f\  $       In  the  Draft,  there  is  land  west  oF  Independence  and  the 

Independence  Reservation  that  is  being  identified  For  dis- 
posal in  Alternative  4,  but  the  Mannatt  Family  home  located 
on  Independence  Creek  is  not  even  mentioned.   The  Mannatt 
Family  has  been  living  in  this  home  and  taking  care  of  this 
property  far    the  past  Forty  years.   It  is  my  understanding 
that  the  home  was  built  in  the  1920's,   We  would  like  you 
to  include  the  Mannatt  home  an  Independence  Creek,  and 
designate  it  For  disposal  in  the  Final  Plan  and  Environmental 
Impact  Statement.   We  Feel  this  is  an  excellent  opportunity 
For  you  to  settle  the  quest i  on  oF  land  title  that  has  been 
on  going  For  many  years. 

Also,  I  am  opposed  to  either  George  Creek  or  Independence 
Creek  being  designated  as  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers. 


Edmund  S .  Mather 
P.O.Box  208 
Independence,  CA.  93526 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  41  (Mannatt  trespass) 

41)  Letters  41a  and  41b  represent  15  similar  letters  all  urging  that 
BLM  land  adjacent  to  the  Mannatt  property  near  Independence 
be  slated  for  disposal  to  resolve  a  longstanding  unauthorized 
occupancy.  Four  of  these  letters  also  indicate  opposition  to  Wild 
and  Scenic  River  status  for  George  and  Independence  Creeks. 

The  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  requires  that 
public  lands  be  retained  in  federal  ownership,  unless  it  is 
determined  that  disposal  of  a  particular  parcel  will  serve  the 
national  interest.  In  light  of  the  resource  values  present  at  the 
site,  we  do  not  agree  that  private  ownership  of  this  public  land 
would  serve  the  national  interest.  Despite  the  environmental 
damage  that  has  resulted  from  unauthorized  use  of  this  site  for 
several  decades,  Independence  Creek  remains  a  highly 
significant  natural  resource  which  has  been  determined  to  be 
eligible  as  a  Wild  and  Scenic  River. 

The  RMP  provides  for  sale  of  public  land  to  resolve  inadvertent 
occupancy  trespass  where  there  has  been  some  question  as  to 
the  title  or  public  land  boundary.  However,  in  this  case  there 
has  never  been  any  serious  question  as  to  the  title  of  the 
property  or  boundary  of  the  public  land.  The  land  is  within  a 
solid  block  of  public  land  that  has  been  withdrawn  from  disposal 
since  1 912.  The  original  homestead  entry  was  canceled  in  1 926. 
When  Louis  Mark  Mannatt  tried  to  acquire  the  land  in  1950  his 
application  was  rejected.  He  appealed  the  rejection  in  1954. 
His  appeal  was  denied  in  1957  by  the  Director  of  BLM  and  he 
was  informed  that  his  occupancy  of  the  land  was  a  trespass. 
Over  the  years,  Mr.  Mannatt  was  repeatedly  informed  that  it  was 
not  legal  for  him  to  live  on  the  public  land.  Louis  Mark  Mannatt 
has  now  left  the  site,  but  his  son  Robert  Mannatt  now  resides  on 
the  property  on  a  part  time  basis.  In  1987  Robert  Mannatt  was 
notified  that  his  occupancy  of  the  land  was  in  violation  of  law. 
He  hired  an  attorney  and  filed  a  Color  of  Title  application  which 
was  rejected  because  the  record  clearly  shows  that  the  Mannatts 
have  always  known  that  they  did  not  have  title  to  the  property. 
Mr.  Mannatt  appealed  the  rejection  to  the  Interior  Board  of  Land 
Appeals  and  that  appeal  was  denied  in  1989. 
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Though  we  understand  the  Mannatts  have  occupied  the  site  for 
over  40  years  and  they  have  an  emotional  tie  to  the  property,  we 
do  not  believe  that  it  would  be  in  the  best  national  interest  to  get 
rid  of  these  important  public  lands  just  to  authorize  a  long-term 
willful  trespass. 

41-2)  The  draft  RMP  identifies  Independence  and  George  Creeks  as 
eligible  to  be  studied  for  potential  designation  as  a  wild  and 
scenic  river  segment.  Both  creeks  met  the  eligibility  criteria 
described  in  Chapter  1  and  Appendix  2  of  the  draft  RMP.  No 
new  information  has  been  provided  to  change  the  eligibility 
determinations.  The  upcoming  studies  for  all  eligible  creeks  will 
consider  supporting  and  opposing  points  of  view.  The  studies 
are  scheduled  to  begin  within  the  next  two  years. 


tt-l 


DEDICATED  TO  THE  PRESERVATION 
OF  THE  CALIFORNIA  NATIVE  FLORA 


P.O.  Box  330 

Lone  Pine  CA,  93545 

January  12,  1991 

Mr.    Mike  Ferguson,  Area  Manager 

Bishop  Resource  Area,  BLM 

787  N.  Main  St.  Suite  P 

Bishop  CA,  93514 


Mtfu. 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 


This  letter  is  our  Chapter's  review  of  the  Draft  Bishop  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  issued  in  September 
1990. 

We  will  begin  with  several  broad  remarks  and  follow  with  specific 
detailed  page  by  page  comments  and  suggestions.  Please  realize  that  our 
comments  are  vegetation  oriented.  Other  persons  and  groups  are  far  bet- 
ter qualified  to  comment  upon  mining,  recreation,  birds  and  animals,  etc. 
However,  having  said  this  we  would  offer  the  admonition  (in-so-far  as  it 
affects  vegetation!)  that  your  previous  wilderness  recommendations  were 
woefully  inadequate.   For  Shame! 

First,  the  arrangement  of  the  effect  each  alternate  would  have  upon 
specific  impacts  as  handled  in  Chapter  4  was  helpful.   This  is  a  unique 
method  of  comparing  the  impacts.   If  one  is  interested  in  a  subject, 
such  as  vegetation  or  grazing,  it  is  easy  to  see  the  effect  each  alter- 
nate would  have  upon  each  interest.  This  seems  more  sensible  than  the 
usual  way  of  repeatedly  discussing  over  and  over  the  impacts  upon  the 
several  areas  of  interest  separately  under  each  alternate. 

Second,  we  believe  that  the  entire  subject  of  new  power  corridors 
should  be  handled  in  a  separate  EIS.   There  are  many  details  as  to  justi- 
fication;  details  of  other  routes  through  a  Mono  Lake  corridor,  or  the 
Las  Vegas  corridor,  or  no  new  lines;   comparative  cost  analyses;   power 
conservation  (rationing!);   power  alternates  (solar  panels,  wind  gener- 
ation farms,  more  hydro-generation,  solar  mirror-steam  plants,  etc.). 
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This  entire  subject  has  barely  been  touched  in  this  presentation.   Much 
more  needs  to  be  done  before  the  public  can  effectively  make  intelligent 
recommendations.   As  it  now  stands  we're  forced  to  recommend  the  Queen 
Valley  Alternative  as  it  appears  to  offer  the  least  damage  to  sensitive 
vegetation  (although  it  may  adversely  affect  mule  deer,  people  in  the 
Benton  area,  the  view  shed,  and  have  wilderness  study  area  corridor  prob- 
lems in  the  tablelands). 

Thirdly,  as  regards  the  subject  of  fire  suppression,  the  less,  in 
general,  the  better.   We  recognize  that  the  public  in  general  regards 
fire  as  anathema.   But  fire  is  "natural",  particularly  when  lightning- 
started.   True,  we  would  advocate  suppresssion  in  riparian  areas  as  they 
are  unique  in  an  arid  area.   But,  otherwise,  let  it  burn.   This  is  na- 
ture's way.   Sure,  some  deer  forage  is  temporarily  lost;   some  livestock 
forage  is  temporarily  lost,  but  succession  is  3till  live  and  well.   In 
time  it  will  all  come  back.   So  we  recommend  that,  in  general,  you  let 
fires  burn. 

Fourthly,  vegetation  manipulation  to  benefit  the  range  should  not 
be  draconian  —  such  as  herbicides,  chaining,  crested  wheatgrass,  etc. 
Some  use  of  fire  to  reduce  blackbrush,  some  seeding  with  natives, maybe, 
but,  again,  let  nature  take  its  course. 

We  note  with  some  surprize  that  some  environmental  matters  would 
receive  better  treatment  under  the  "No  Action"  Alternative  than  under  the 
"Preferred  Alternative".   Is  this  because  of  additional  financing  re- 
quired by  the  "Preferred"?  Which  brings  up  the  question  as  to  what  your 
emphasis  will  be  on  the  overall  program  if  funding  is  not  enough  to  cover 
the  entire  program.  Some  contingency  plan  should  he  ready  which  \/ill 
help  guide  your  decisions  as  to  where  the  money  you  get  will  go  and  what 
actions  will  be  postponed.   We  would  like  to  know  what  your  ideas  are 
on  this. 

We  would  like   to  have  seen  more  detail  in  your  discussion  about 
how  grazing  will  be  regulated.   It  is  awkward  to  have  to  refer  to  10- 
year  old  analyses  to  see  how  they  dovetail  into  this  plan.   A  matter 
which  has  the  profound  effect  upon  the  environment  that  grazing  does 
should  have  gottn  better  coverage. 
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Your  use  of  the  concept  of  Desired  Plant  Communities  is  somewhat 
of  a  puzzle.  This  is  not  in  any  way  a  natural  climax  stage  or  most  pro- 
bably would  not  be.   It  sounds  as  if  you  are  defining  what  you  want  a 
plant  community  to  be  and  will  strive  to  achieve  it.  This  may  or  may 
not  be  a  "natural"  plant  assemblage,  but  one  that  "fits"  BLM's  idea  of 
what  will  ultimately  be  the  most  "usefull"  in  the  long  run.  We  don't 
like  it  —  it  sounds  suspect  —  too  manipulative.  Please  use  the  tried 
and  true  natural  plant  communities  concept  and  not  an  artificially  con- 
trived concept. 

We  support  your  actions  to  further  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  program. 

Lastly,  we  are  not  at  all  in  favor  of  your  proposal  to  abandon  the 
watershed  withdrawal  status  of  some  600,000  acres  of  now  protected  lands. 
We  think  that  this  would  be  a  grave  mistake  and  could  only  result  in  its 
ultimate  environmental  deterioration  through  land  transfers,  increased 
use  of  one  kind  or  another,  etc.   We  are  quite  satisfied  with  its  present 
status  and  please  abandon  your  revocation  proposal. 

As  you  might  suspect  we  would  much  prefer  to  see  you  adopt  the  third 
Alternative  —  Natural  Resources  Enhancement,  and  so  recommend.   How- 
ever, our  comments  from  here  on  are  made  in  reference  to  your  Preferred 
Alternative  as  we  suspect  that  your  mind  is  already  made  up  to  adopt  it! 

Page  26  —  Item  11  is  noted. 

Page  50  —  Thank  you  for  — recognizing  that  preservation  of  habitats 
is  what  saves  sensitive  and  TSE  species;   for  maintaining  95£  of  10-yr. 
mean  monthly  stream  flow;  and  for  prohibiting  livestock  drift  outside 
an  allotment. 

Instead  of  60Z  average  allotment-wide  utilization,  this 
should  be  maximum,  otherwise  some  areas  may  be  far  over-utilized. 

Page  51  —  Thank  you  for  prohibiting  ground  water  pumping  at  levels 
which  would  interfere  with  DPC  goals. 

Page  56  —  Thank  you  for  protecting  old  growth  timber  stands,  and  for 

Page  57  —  prohibiting  timber  harvesting  in  old  growth  areas. 

Dead  wood  collection  must  always  apply  to  dead  and  down 


wood. 


verse  impacts? 


How  do  you  increase  recreational  use  and  decrease  ad- 


Cattle  will  always  adversely  affect  water  quality  in  and 
near  recreational  areas.   Cattle  and  recreation  do  not  mix! 
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Page  61  —  Thank  you  for  Conway  Summit  and  Traverting  Hot  Springs 
ACECs. 

Page  65  —  Thank  you  for  —  planning  to  stabilize  and  restore  se- 
lected stream  channels  and  for 

planning  to  designate  Bodie  Bowl  ACEC. 

Page  70  —  Thank  you  for  protecting  Jeffrey  Pine  at  Dry  Creek. 

Page  77  —  Thank  you  for  prohibiting  livestock  grazing  in  your 
Fish  Slough  allotment. 

Fuelwood  harvesting  must  be  down  if  dead. 

Page  82  —  Thank  you  for  yearlong  protection  of  the  Alabama  Hills 
and  for  the  proposal  to  acquire  1106  acres  of  Hogback  Creek  and  240 
acres  of  Lubkin  Creek  areas. 

Page  86  —  Thank  you  for  Keynot  Peak  ACEC  but  extend  it  southerly 
to  include  the  New  York  Butte  bristlecone  area  too. 

Where  is  there  fish  habitat  in  this  Management  Area?!! 
This  is  not  shown  in  Table  3-4  on  page  133. 

We  agree  that  easements  should  be  acquired  for  access 
to  the  hiking  trailheads.  It  is  no  good  to  have  to  trespass  on  private 
lands  to  get  to  these  public  trails. 

Page  89  —  Thank  you  for  fencing  Cartago,  Cottonwood  and  Braley 
Creeks  to  exclude  livestock,  and  for  maintaining  the  exclosure  on  Ash 
Creek. 

Page  91  —  Item  13.   It  is  easier  to  say  that  all  disturbed  areas 
will  be  revegetated  thatt  to  do  it.  How  will  this  be  successfully  ac- 
complished in  a  desert  climate  on  poor  soils  with  intolerant  species? 

Page  95  —  Severe  use  of  forage  should  not  be  permitted  on  riparian, 
aspen  and  meadow  acreage.   Regulate  or  fence. 

Page  97  —  30%  degradation  of  sensitive  species  areas  is  too  much. 

Page  107  —  Why  bother  to  mention  that  20%  of  the  locateable  and 
some  of  the  saleable  minerals  will  not  be  developed  due  to  environmental 
restrictions  if  100%  of  them  cannot  be  developed  in  conformance  with 
VRM  II  requirements!   Same  idea  on  page  111. 

Page  120  —  Shooting  should  be  prohibited  in  the  Alabama  Hills  SRMA. 


W5-I*) 


HS-26 


HS-21 


^5-22. 


«fS"-24 
1S-ZS 


ff-2t 


^5-27 


Page  132  —  Vegetative  Communities  of  Special  Concern  should  include 
a  description  of  Thermal  Marsh  (unique  plant  assemblage),  Alkali  Marsh, 
Alkali  meadow,  and  Alkali  Sink  Scrub.   Except  for  the  first  two,  these 
are  significant  acreages  and  should  not  be  ignored.   These  four  plant 
communities  should  also  be  included  in  and  described  in  your  Desired 
Plant  Communities  beginning  on  page  239. 

The  decline  in  vegetative  and  wildlife  habitat  con- 
ditions in  the  Bridgeport  MA  in  only  8  years  is  cataclysmic  1  What  hap- 
pened and  what  will  you  do  about  it,  fence  the  areas? 

Page  134  —  The  total  Federal  acres  in  Table  3-5  for  the  Bodie- 
Colvill  EIS  area  is  226,336;   in  Table  3-7  it  is  227,068.   Where  is  the 
missing  732  acreage? 

The  total  acreage  in  Table  3-6  is  433,472  and  for  Table 
3-7  is  538,232  in  the  Benton-Owens  Valley  EIS  area.  Where  is  the  missing 
114,760  acreage? 

The  degradation  of  Riparian  habitat  is  unacceptable. 
This  must  be  improved  to  reflect  a  responsible  management  approach  to 
this  important  habitat. 

Page  135  —  Spring  associated  wetlands  must  also  be  protected  by 
fencing,  if  necessary,  to  allow  them  to  realize  their  proper  potential 
in  arid  country.  Geothermal  development  must  be  regulated  to  minimize 
disturbance  of  thermal  marshes. 

Page  136  —  Each  Threatened  and  Endangered  species  needs  a  manage- 
ment plan  for  its  protection.   Continued  overgrazing  by  livestock  during 
flowering  and  seed  set  will  eventually  bring  about  extirpation. 

Page  143  —  Most  grazing  allotments  should  eventually  be  in  the  I 
category  so  that  the  resource  is  more  effectively  protected  from  over- 
grazing.  High  quality  habitat  has  a  higher  carrying  capacity  for  both 
wildlife  and  livestock.   Short-term  cutback  in  stocking  to  allow  recovery 
will  yield  long-term  benefits.  This  needs  to  be  done. 

Page  148  —  "Habitat  for  four  sevsitive  species  occur  in  the  manage- 
ment area".   Plant  or  animal  or  both?  Clarify. 

Page  149  —  See  comment  for  page  143. 

Page  151  —  Ditto 

Page  159  —  Do  the  candidate,  T&E  species  include  any  plants? 
Clarify. 
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Page  160  —  Easements  should  be  secured  for  vehicular  access  to 
the  hiking  trails. 

Page  269  —  We  note  under  B.l.  and  B.3.  "sensitive  plant  havitats" 
should  be  included  in  those  listed  to  stay  {  mile  away  from,  such  as 
you  cited  in  C.l. 

In  Chapter  2  in  the  discussion  for  each  of  the  alternatives  for  each 
of  the  individual  management  areas  under  "Decisions"  (such  as  on  page  56) 
you  cite  "Meet  DPC  goals  on    _  acres';  etc.,  etc.   Each  of  these  goals 
should  eventually  be  increased  to  the  maximum  for  each  DPC  in  each  MA. 
The  acreage  cited  are  but  a  tiny  percentage  of  that  which  you  can  even- 
tually achieve. 

We  favor  your  intention  to  acquire  a  total  of  20,469  new  acres. 
Do  you  purchase  them  or  trade  for  them,  and  if  traded  how  many  are  given 
up? 

Thank  you  for  providing  us  with  the  opportunity  to  review  and  com- 
ment upon  this  document. 


Sincerely , 


Vincent 


Yoder,  Conservation  Chair 
Bristlecone  Chapter 
California  Native  Plant  Society 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  45  (California  Native  Plant  Society) 

45-1)  The  corridor  decision  has  been  changed;  please  see  Chapter  2 
(p.2-47)  for  the  revised  decision  and  rationale.  Also  see  the 
general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.5-16). 

45-2)  Our  final  plan  decision  on  fire  suppression  limits  efforts  to  control 
wildfires  to  the  most  economical  response  consistent  with  human 
and  resource  values  at  risk. 

45-3)  If  vegetation  manipulation  is  planned,  fire  will  be  considered 
along  with  other  methods  to  determine  the  most  effective  means 
to  accomplish  the  objectives. 

45-4)  Without  specific  examples,  it  is  difficult  to  respond  to  your 
concern  that  some  environmental  matters  may  receive  better 
treatment  under  the  "no  action"  alternative  than  under  the 
preferred  alternative.  We  believe  the  preferred  alternative  is 
more  environmentally  oriented  than  the  no  action  alternative. 

All  future  funding  will  be  based  on  actions  we  have  identified  in 
the  RMP.  It  is  difficult  to  predict  what  actual  funding  levels  will 
be,  but  we  are  optimistic  that  our  proposals  will  receive  favorable 
consideration.  If  funding  is  less  than  optimal,  it  will  take  a  little 
longer  to  fully  implement  the  RMP.  If  funding  levels  are  higher, 
implementation  will  occur  sooner.  One  way  to  facilitate 
implementation  is  through  the  development  of  partnerships.  We 
would  be  happy  to  explore  the  potential  of  developing  a 
partnership  with  CNPS  at  the  local  level  to  more  efficiently 
implement  the  plan. 

45-5)  Please  see  the  "Grazing"  general  response  (p.5-1 1). 

45-6)  Please  refer  to  the  DPC  general  statement  (p.5-1 0). 

45-7)  See  general  response  for  watershed  withdrawals  (p.5-8). 

45-8)  This  has  been  reworded  in  the  final. 
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45-9)  We  have  changed  this  support  need  to  indicate  "dead  and  down 
wood"  as  you  have  recommended. 

45-1 0)  Monitoring  of  water  quality  in  the  Coleville  Management  Area  will 
be  done  to  ensure  trout  habitat  quality  is  maintained.  Bureau 
policy  directs  us  to  apply  mitigation  measures  to  areas  where 
livestock  grazing  and  recreation  use  conflict  with  each  other. 

Contingent  upon  funding,  a  proactive  recreation  program  would 
highlight  public  land  features  through  increased  visitor  services 
such  as  publication  of  brochures,  installation  of  signing,  and 
development  of  facilities  where  it  is  compatible  with  RMP 
direction.  It  would  include  additional  law  enforcement  as  well  as 
interpretive  and  educational  opportunities.  This  management 
would  attract  more  use  and  provide  the  means  to  better  protect 
resources.  Please  see  the  Funding  section  of  Chapter  1  in  the 
final  RMP  for  further  information. 

45-11)  Permitting  commercial  fuelwood  harvesting  of  live  trees  in 
designated  area  would  aid  our  efforts  in  meeting  the  desired 
plant  community  goal  for  the  pinyon-juniper  vegetation  type. 
There  are  provisions  in  the  desired  plant  community  definition  for 
retaining  dead  standing  and  down  wood. 

45-12)  The  New  York  Butte  Bristlecone  area  is  within  the  Keynot  Peak 
ACEC. 

45-13)  There  is  no  fish  habitat  in  the  South  Inyo  MA.  The  reference  has 
been  removed  from  the  final  plan. 

45-1 4)  Rehabilitation  of  a  disturbed  area  is  usually  a  two  stage  process. 
The  area  is  recontoured  to  reduce  soil  erosion  by  water,  then 
reseeded  with  species  (either  grass  or  shrubs)  adapted  to  the 
site.  In  the  Bishop  Resource  Area  it  has  always  been  a  policy  to 
minimize  removal  of  native  vegetation  due  to  the  difficultly  of 
reestablishing  it  with  little  annual  rainfall. 

45-1 5)  If  severe  use  of  herbaceous  forage  in  riparian,  aspen  or  meadow 
areas  occurs  measures  will  be  taken  to  reduce  livestock  grazing 
impacts  to  a  more  acceptable  level. 


45-1 6)  The  sentence  is  incorrect.  The  word  "would*  is  supposed  to  be 
"could".  The  1 0-30%  is  an  estimate  of  the  total  area  that  could 
be  affected.  The  degree  to  which  any  particular  action  may 
affect  a  given  population  would  probably  be  less,  and  would  be 
assessed  on  an  individual  basis.  Bureau  policy  discourages  any 
negative  impacts  on  sensitive  species  or  their  habitats. 

45-17)  The  VRM  II  requirements  do  not  correlate  directly  with  the 
amount  of  locatable  or  saleable  minerals  that  can  be  developed 
in  any  given  area.  These  are  merely  management  guidelines  that 
set  standards  for  protection  of  the  visual  resource.  Just  because 
an  area  is  in  a  VRM  II  or  I  designation  does  not  necessarily 
mean  that  mining  would  be  prohibited.  Special  mitigation 
measures  might  be  needed  to  ensure  that  visual  quality  is 
maintained.  Mining  activities  are  temporary  and  after 
reclamation  is  completed  the  sites  would  revert  to  their  original 
(or  similar)  condition,  for  most  projects,  within  2  to  5  years. 

45-18)  The  draft  RMP,  Alternative  4,  p.83  identifies  a  support  need  to 
develop  a  program  to  reduce  trash  and  vandalism.  The  Bureau 
would  address  shooting  in  this  program. 

45-19)  We  feel  our  DPC  descriptions  for  springs  and  associated 
wetlands  adequately  cover  alkali  meadow  and  alkali  marsh, 
using  the  description  provided  by  Holland  (1 986)  in  Descriptions 
of  Terrestrial  National  Communities  of  California  for  those  two 
communities.  Holland  (1 986)  does  not  describe  thermal  marsh 
and  we  are  not  aware  of  specific  vegetation  characteristics  for 
the  habitat.  Also,  Holland  (1 986)  does  not  describe  alkali  desert 
scrub  although  the  vegetation  type  is  recognized  by  this 
resource  area  in  prior  vegetation  EIS's.  We  feel  our  sand  dune 
DPC  adequately  addresses  your  concern  with  the  alkali  desert 
scrub  type. 
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45-20)  As  stated  on  p.  132  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS,  the  decline  in  aspen 
habitat  quality  in  the  Bridgeport  Management  Area  was  primarily 
the  result  of  removal  of  understory  vegetation  by  grazing.  The 
effects  of  grazing  were  probably  compounded  by  the  current 
drought,  which  has  reduced  understory  vegetation  production. 

Most  aspen  in  this  management  area  is  in  the  Dog  Creek  and 
Green  Creek  sheep  allotments.  Steps  have  already  been  taken 
to  improve  conditions  on  the  Dog  Creek  Allotment.  The  AMP  for 
this  allotment  was  rewritten  in  1 989  and  included  a  provision  that 
no  grazing  would  be  permitted  in  aspen  groves  on  public  lands. 
Similar  actions  will  probably  be  implemented  in  the  Green  Creek 
Allotment  to  facilitate  achievement  of  DPC  goals.  The  ability  to 
control  sheep  through  herding  reduces  the  need  for  fencing  to 
protect  these  areas.  Fences  will  be  used  only  where  no  other 
viable  option  exists. 

45-21)  The  data  in  the  tables  came  from  the  Bodie/Coleville  and 
Benton/Owens  Valley  grazing  EISs.  Figures  for  the 
Benton/Owens  Valley  were  copied  incorrectly  from  the  grazing 
EIS;  these  figures  have  been  corrected  in  the  final  (Appendix  6, 
Errata).  The  732  acre  difference  (.3%)  in  the  Bodie/Coleville  area 
resulted  from  separate  measurements  for  vegetation  and 
ecological  condition  in  the  grazing  EIS.  Accuracy  any  greater 
than  this  would  have  been  difficult  using  the  methods  available 
when  the  grazing  EIS  was  written.  Future  use  of  GIS  computer 
methods  should  reduce  this  type  of  inconsistency. 

45-22)  Improved  management  of  riparian  vegetation  would  occur  as  a 
result  of  a  number  of  decisions  in  the  RMP.  Spring  associated 
wetlands  are  afforded  a  DPC  description  by  management  area. 
Fencing  is  an  option  for  attaining  the  DPC  goal  and  could  be 
determined  appropriate  in  future  activity  plans. 

The  following  decisions  serve  to  minimize  disturbance  to  thermal 
marshes:  on  p.50  of  the  draft  RMP,  yearlong  protection  to 
meadows;  on  p.61,  yearlong  protection  of  the  Travertine  ACEC; 
and  on  p.89,  prohibition  of  geothermal  exploration/development 
in  relation  to  habitats  of  listed,  candidate  or  other  species  of 
concern. 


45-23)  It  is  the  responsibility  of  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to 
develop  a  Recovery  Plan  for  listed  species.  This  RMP  provides 
decisions  which  will  improve  habitat  quality  and  population 
condition  for  listed  species  like  Lahontan  cutthroat  trout,  Owens 
pupfish,  and  Owens  tui  chub.  Habitat  quality  will  be  improved 
for  the  majority  of  the  species  listed  in  Appendix  6,  draft  RMP. 
Whenever  possible,  activity  plans  will  include  measures  to 
protect  and  enhance  habitat  of  those  species. 

45-24)  A  management  plan  for  each  sensitive  plant  species  is  not 
deemed  necessary  at  this  time.  Should  monitoring  data  reflect 
a  substantial  vegetative  change  in  a  species  or  its  habitat 
condition,  a  management  plan  may  be  appropriate.  In  the 
meantime  any  management  plans  developed  for  areas  where 
sensitive  plant  species  are  found,  will  address  measures  to 
protect  them. 

45-25)    Refer  to  Appendix  1  in  the  final. 

45-26)  The  sensitive  species  occurring  in  the  Bridgeport  Management 
Area  are  one  insect,  two  mammal  and  one  plant  species. 

45-27)  There  are  five  candidate  plant  species  located  in  the  Owens 
Valley  Management  Area. 

45-28)  The  draft  RMP,  Alternative  4,  p.85  identifies  easement  acquisition 
for  hiking  trails  in  the  Inyo  Mountains. 

45-29)  Sensitive  plant  habitats  have  been  added  to  these  standard 
operating  procedures. 

45-30)    Please  refer  to  the  DPC  general  statement. 

45-31)    See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals  (p.5-9). 
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January  8,  1991 


Mr.  Michael  A.  Ferguson 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Bishop  Resource  Area 
787  North  Main  Street,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  California   93514-2498 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

Draft  Bishop  Resource  Area  Management  Plan 
and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (RMP/EISi 

This  is  in  response  to  your  request  for  comments  on  the 
%-l  September  1990  Draft  RMP/EIS.   The  Draft  RMP/EIS  outlines  four 

alternatives  to  managing  public  lands  in  the  Bishop  Resource  Area. 
Three  east-west  transmission  line  (T/L)  corridor  alternatives  are 
also  studied.   These  alternatives  resolve  the  management  issues 
that  were  identified  earlier  in  the  planning  process.   The 
selected  alternative  will  guide  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
(BLM)  in  the  management  of  750,000  acres  of  public  land. 
Currently,  Alternative  No.  4  is  the  preferred  land  management 
alternative.   The  preferred  alternative  for  an  east-west 
transmission  corridor  is  to  designate  the  Soldier  Canyon  a 
transmission  corridor. 

The  Los  Angeles  Department  of  Water  and  Power's  (DWP) 
Power  System  commends  and  firmly  supports  the  efforts  by  BLM  and 
the  U.  S.  Forest  Service  in  the  coordination,  study,  and  planning 
for  an  east-west  transmission  corridor  exiting  the  Owens  Valley. 
Transmission  corridors  are  a  necessary  and  essential  riyht-of-way 
management  tool  as  well  as  a  land  use  designation.   This  planning 
will  assure  all  utilities  the  efficient  use  of  Federal  lands  in 
bringing  electrical  power  to  the  Southern  California  area.   The 
DWP's  Power  System  supports  the  designation  of  the  Soldier  Canyon 
alternative  as  the  preferred  east-west  transmission  corridor  out 
of  the  Owens  Valley. 

The  impacts  that  are  identified  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS 
for  the  Soldier  Canyon  alternative  would  be  lessened  by  the 
application  of  the  conditions  stipulated  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS. 
The  DWP's  Power  System  believes  that  the  use  of  existing  roads 
coupled  with  the  adherence  to  the  stipulated  conditions  contained 
in  the  DraftRMP/EIS,  are  adequate  to  protect  the  environment. 
Short  segments  of  T/L  construction  without  roads,  or  the  reclamation 
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of  portions  of  construction  roads,  should  further  reduce  many  of 
those  long-term  impacts  as  identified  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS. 

The  California-Southern  Nevada  region  will  experience 
growth  in  peak  electrical  energy  demand  on  the  order  of  2  percent 
per  year  through  the  year  2000.   To  support  this  demand,  new 
sources  of  electrical  energy  must  be  developed  along  with 
conservation  measures  and  efficient  use  of  available  electrical 
energy . 

Due  to  economic,  demographic,  and  land-use  restrictions 
in  Southern  California,  new  power  generation  will  largely  be  in 
remote  areas  such  as  the  Interrrountain  Region  and  the  Great  Basin. 
The  electrical  energy  generated  at  these  remote  sites  must  be 
brought  to  load  centers  in  California  and  Southern  Nevada  by  a 
transmission  system  that  is  both  efficient  and  reliable. 

The  Owens  Valley  and  Eastern  California  are 
strategically  located  for  utility  corridors  which  would  provide 
the  energy  from  new  power  generation  resources  in  the  Great  Basin 
and  Intermountain  Region.   The  Soldier  Canyon  utility  corridor 
would  be  the  only  alternate  from  Nevada  to  the  Southern  California 
area  other  than  from  the  Reno,  Nevada,  area  (a  longer  route 
through  the  Owens  Valley)  or  from  the  Las  Vegas,  Nevada,  area. 
The  Las  Vegas/Southern  Nevada  area  is  growing  rapidly  and  already 
contains  several  land-use  exclusions.   In  addition,  the  Las  Vegas 
area  carries  a  major  portion  of  the  peak-load  requirements  of  the 
Southern  California  region.   Other  potential  routes  to  the 
northwest  or  southeast  of  the  Owens  Valley  are  infeasible  due  to 
land-use  restrictions  such  as  land  designated  as  suitable  for 
Wilderness,  military  bases,  and  the  Death  Valley  National 
Monument  (proposed  National  Park) . 


Considering  the  fact  that  other 
are  nearing  their  capacity,  and  land-use  b 
and  southeast  of  the  Owens  Valley  and  the 
preclude  the  developmet  of  other  corridors 
access  from  the  western  portion  of  the  Int 
the  Great  Basin  to  the  metropolitan  areas 
would  be  through  the  Bishop  Resource  Area 
via  an  east-west  corridor  as  discussed  in 


transmission  corridors 
arriers  on  the  northwest 
Bishop  Resource  Area 

the  most  feasible 
ermountain  Region  and 
of  Southern  California 
and  the  Owens  Valley 
the  Draft  RMP/EIS. 


Sincerely, 


EDWARD  KARAPETIAN 

Manager  of  Environmental  and 

Governmental  Affairs 


c:   Mr.  Richard  Y.  Ito 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  46 
Water  and  Power) 


(Los  Angeles  Department  of 


46-1)  The  corridor  decision  has  been  changed;  please  see  Chapter  2 
(p.2-47)  for  the  revised  decision  and  rationale.  Also  see  the 
general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.5-16). 
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Joseph  C    Soulque  >   Rt.    4,    Box   56-C,    Benton,  CA  93512 


619-933-2228 


Mr.    Kike   Ferguson,    Area   Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
787   N.   Main  Street 
Bishop,      CA     93514 


RE:      Land   Acquistion   -  Benton  Reservation 


Dear  Mr.    Ferguson: 


I'm  correspondening  with  your   office  on  the  "Bishop  Resource  Management   Plan  and 

Environmental   Impact   Statement."     The   issue  is   the   land  addition   to  the   Benton- 

Paiute  Reservation.    The  BLM  proposed   to  add  the  land   in  a   "L"   shape  around   the 

Reservation,    see  attachment   II.      However,    I  disagree  with  this  proposed   addition 
for   the   following  reasons: 

1.  The   land    is  unsuitable    for   development    due    to    large   washes. 

2.  It   is  easier   to  development  a  large   square  piece  of   land    then 
to  plan  around    the  washes   that  can  be  used   for  anything. 

I,    therefore,    propose   that    the  land    be  added   to   the  Reservation   to   the  south 
of   the  reservation  with  a    slight   off   set   to   the  West.      This  way   the  wash  at 
the  east   side  would   not   be   involved    in   the  land   addition.      This  way  the   total 
land    to  be  added  would   be  all  developable.      In  addition,   a   2.5  acre  wide  strip 
of   land    to  be  added    to   the  West   side  of   the  current  Reservation.      The  reason    is 
that  a  BLM  right-of-way  has  been  obtained   for   the  Tribe's  power   line   to  operate 
the  water   system  on  the  Reservation.      Finally,   at    the  south  west  corner  of   the 
current  Reservation   boundary,    additional  land   would   be  added    to   the  West    to 
allow  for  moving  the  water   tank  to  a  high   location  for   better  water   pressure 
for   those  residents   that   live  at   the  highest   part  of    the  Reservation.      The  2.5 
acres  strip  and   the  additional   land   for   the  water    tank  would   total  about   40  acres. 
The   land  added   to   the  south  of   the  Reservation  would   be  a  quarter   section     or 
160  acres.      Therefore,    adding  about   200  acres   to   the   Benton-Paiute  Reservation. 
Please  see  attachment   #2  for  my  proposed   concept. 

The  Concept   that   I  propose   is  my   idea  and   not    that  of   the  Benton  Paiute  Reservation. 
However,    I   firmly  believe  that   it    is   the  best    idea   for  adding  land   to   the  Reservation 
that    Is  useable. 

Furthermore,    I  still   feel    that  about    22,000  acres   should   be  added   to   the  Reservations 
land   base.      Please  see  Attachment   it   for   the   land  area   suggested.      Attached   to 
the  map  is  the  reasons  for   the  large  acreage  to  be  added. 
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Mr.  Ferguson 
Page  2. 

I  was  going  to  attach  the  reasons,  but  I  can  spell  then  out  here. 

1.  The  most  Important  reason  is  that  of  protecting  the  underground 
water  that  the  Tribe  has  to  use.   This  is  important  because  the 
Mono  Farms,  Inc.,  is  attempting  to  pump  ground  water  for  sale.   It 
is  possible  that  once  the  Benton  Valley  Ground  water  is  drawn  down, 
that  water  will  be  pulled  out  of  Blind  Spring  Valley,  and  thus, 
lowering  the  Tribe's  under  ground  water.   The  Tribe  does  not  have 
any  surface  water.   The  recharge  is  not  that  great. 

2.  Members  of  the  Tribe  have  been  trying  to  obtain  livestock  permits  to 
graze  land  on  BLH  or  USFS  areas.   They  have  not  been  able  to  obtain 
any  needed  permits.   This  would  provide  a  large  enough  Tribal  land 
base  to  allow  tribal  members  to  graze  cattle/ sheep  on  the  Reservation. 

3.  The  Tribe  is  located  in  a  very  isolated  region.   Employment  is  not 
the  greatest  benefit  for  living  on  the  Reservation.   The  Tribe  has 

to  attempt  to  create  employment.   This  area  does  have  Mineral  available 
in  the  area.   The  Tribe  could  develop  those  areas  that  are  marketable 
in  creating  employment  in  this  area.   Therefore,  the  land  acqulstion  would 
provide  the  Tribe  with  resources  that  could  enhance  the  growth  of  the 
Tribe  into  economic  status. 

Therefore,  I'm  still  requesting  that  a  larger  size  land  base  be  provide  to  the 
Tribe  by  BLM  or  the  U.  S.  Congress,  especially  to  protect  our  water  shed. 

There  Is  one  other  area  that  concerns  me.   That  is  the  Transmission  Line  Corridor 
planning  by  the  BLM.    I'm  opposed  to  any  further  Transmission  line  to  run  in  the 
current  Corridor  west  of  the  Benton  Paiute  Reservation  in  the  Blind  Spring  Valley. 
The  Electromagnetic  study  is  the  reason  that  I'm  not  supportive  of  additional 
Transmission  lines  in  this  area. 

If  you  have  any  questions  on  this  matter,  I  can  be  contacted  at  the  Cerro  Coso 
Community  College  on  Wednesdays/Thursdays  at  87308480. 

Thank  you. 


erely  yours. 


£epb/C.  Satilque  & 
fibal  Member 
Formerly  Tribal  Chairperson 

cc:   Tribal  Membership 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  47  (Joseph  C.  Saulque) 

47-1)  Due  to  your  involvement  throughout  the  planning  process,  we 
recognize  the  need  for  expansion  of  the  Benton  reservation. 
However,  we  do  not  have  the  authority  to  give  public  land  to  the 
reservation;  withdrawals  for  Native  American  reservations  can 
only  be  enacted  by  Congress.  By  including  the  disposal  in  the 
plan  we  have  shown  our  support  for  the  concept.  We  are  willing 
to  work  with  the  Benton  Paiute  Reservation  to  adjust  the 
boundaries  when  your  withdrawal  proposal  goes  to  Congress. 

47-2)  We  cannot  support  the  22,000  acre  transfer  you  are  proposing 
because  we  do  not  feel  it  would  be  in  the  best  public  interest. 
The  lands  provide  critical  winter  range  for  deer,  candidate  and 
endangered  species  habitat,  pronghorn  and  sage  grouse 
habitat,  dispersed  recreation  opportunities,  and  other  important 
resources.  These  resources  can  be  protected  and  many  of  the 
private  uses  you  propose  can  be  accommodated  on  public  land 
without  transferring  the  land  out  of  public  ownership. 

47-3)  Page  49  of  the  draft  RMP  identifies  conditions  and  mitigation 
measures  applicable  to  designation  of  this  corridor.  One  of 
those  conditions  requires  that  in  the  vicinity  of  Benton  Hot 
Springs  (the  same  approximate  area  in  which  the  Benton  Paiute 
Reservation  is  located),  the  corridor  will  be  limited  to  1/4  mile 
west  of  the  existing  Intertie  alignment.  This  condition  was 
specifically  identified  as  a  means  of  precluding  the  construction 
of  future  transmission  lines  where  they  would  be  even  closer  to 
residential  areas  than  the  existing  Intertie.  Any  new  lines  will  be 
located  far  enough  away  that  people  in  those  areas  will  not 
receive  increased  exposure  to  EMF. 

47-4)  The  appropriate  authorization  for  this  cemetery  would  be  a 
Recreation  and  Public  Purpose  lease.  An  Act  of  Congress 
withdrawing  the  land  for  the  reservation  is  not  necessary. 
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630  Mi  11m  Road 
Sacramento  CO  95864 
January  12,  1991 


Mr.  Mlchasl  0.  Ferguson,  Arm  Manager 
U.  S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Biahop  Resourca  flru 
787  North  Main  Street,  Suit*  P 
Bishop  CO  93314-2498 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson! 

The  following  ara  tha  comments  of  the  Sacramento  Chapter  of  the 
National  Oudubon  Society  on  your  draft  "Biahop  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement." 

Our  members  are  frequent  users  of  the  area  covered,  and  ara 
concerned  for  tha  preservation  of  habitat  for  birds,  wildlife, 
and  native  plants,  as  well  as  for  the  protection  of  the  general 
scenic,  historic,  and  recreational  values  of  the  Bishop  area. 

WILDERNESS  STUDY  0RE08. 

We  are  concerned  that  while  some  288,000  acres  in  the  Biahop 
Resource  Orea  and  vicinity  have  been  designated  at  WS0< s,  the 
draft  RMP  only  recommends  27,088  acres  of  the  original  50,000 
acres  proposed  for  the  Southern  Inyo  USO,  and  doesn't  even 
identify  the  17  other  WSO' s  that  can  be  considered  for  wilderness 
designation,  though  the  law  requires  that  WSO' a  be  identified  in 
the  RMP  and  treated  as  de  facto  wilderness  until  Congress  makes  a 
final  determination. 

Instead,  you  are  proposing  mineral  exploration  on  Potato  Peak  in 
the  Bodie  Mountains,  new  DRV   "route  connectora"  throughout  the 
Bodie  Hills,  and  increased  ORV  use  of  the  Volcanic  Tablelands. 

BRAZING 

The  serious  decline  in  the  range  over  the  past  decade  demands 
that  you  make  a  serious  re-evaluation  of  your  grazing  programs 
and  policies.   It  is  not  enough  to  merely  summarize  existing 
ranqe  programs  in  tha  RMP.   You  need  to  establish  a  firm  policy 
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of  managing  BLM  grazing  lands  for  optimum  habitat,  with  priority 
for  the  needs  of  wildlife.   Existing  grazing  EIS's  need  to  be 
revi  sed  to  conform  to  this  pol icy. 

Your  Desired  Plant  Community  goals  are    a  step  in  the  right 
direct  ion,  but  do  not  go  far  enough.   You  should  be  devot ing  much 
more  effort  and  acreage  to  the  protection  of  sensitive  plants  and 
the  preservation  of  wetland  and  riparian  habitat.   L-Je  are 
particularly  concerned  with  protection  in  the  Fish  Slough  and 
Bodie  Hills  areas. 

MINING 

While  your  pre-draft  preferred  alternative  proposed  to  withdraw 
about  30,0i30  acres  from  locatable  mining  and  another  35,  000  from 
geotherrnal  leasing,  the  draft  RMP  now  proposes  only  1900  acres 
for  mineral  withdrawal  and    only  a  token  amount  for  withdrawal 
from  geotherrnal  leasing.   This  is  most  inadequate,  and  the 
acreages  originally  proposed  would  seem  the  minimum  necessary  to 
give  adequate  protection  to  wildlife  habitat,  including  the 
habitat  for  plant  and    animal  species  that  are    candidates  for 
threatened  c>r    endangered  species  listing,  and  to  provide  a  buffer, 
at  least,  around  the  Mono  Basin  National  Forest  Scenic  ftrea  and 
simi lar  scenic  areas. 

We  are  particularly  concerned  for  the  protection  of  the  natural, 
cultural,  and  scenic  values  of  the  land  surrounding  Bodie  State 
Historic  Park.   As  you  know,  the  integrity  of  the  park  is 
seriously  threatened  by  a  proposal  for  an  enormous  open— pit  gold 
mine  on  Bodie  Bluff. 

While  the  mining  operation  would  be  centered  on  private  lands 

just  outside  the  park  boundary  and  the  townsite,  a  good  deal  of 

tha  activity  would  involve  public  lands  administered  by  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management . 

This  means  that  the  actions  and  policies  of  the  Bureau  could  have 
a  very  significant  effect  in  protecting  this  National  Historic 
Landmark  and  the  surrounding  Bodie  Bowl  Orea  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern. 

In  th  is  respect ,  your  preferred  alter nat  i ve  does  not  go  far 
enough,  and  a  complete  mineral  withdrawal  in  the  Bodie  Bowl  is 
essential  to  protect  both  the  historic  and  the  considerable 
wildlife  values  of  the  area.   While  the  6,000  acres  of  BLM 
land  in  the  Bodie  Bowl  is  critical  to  the  protection  of  Bodie,  it 
is  less  than  one-third  of  one  percent . of  all  the  publicly  owned 
land  in  the  county,  and  less  than  one  percent  of  BLM' s  own 
holdings.   Surely  this  is  not  too  much  to  ask  you  to  protect. 

It  is  also  important  that  BLM  in  its  management  of  the  Bodie  Bowl 
area    carefully  monitor  all  current  mineral  exploration  for 
compliance  with  all  rules  and  guide 1 ines;  prohibit  any  add it  ional 
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exoloration  without  DUbiic  notice  and  hearing?  and  withdraw  from 
patenting  any  mining  claims  upon  which  a  patent  application  was 
not  pending  on  March  15,  1390. 

The  Bureau  should  also  prepare  a  complete  inventory  of  the 
cultural  and  natural  features  of  the  area,  prior  to  any  new 
exploration  which  is  not  covered  by  existing  permits.   find  it 
should  work  with  the  National  Park  Service  to  develop  a  new  and 
more  comprehensive  boundary  for  the  National  Historic  Landmark. 
Such  a  boundary  should  include  all  excavations  and  structural 
ruins  related  to  historic  mining  activity,  and  also  the  right- 
of-way  of  the  railroad  that  connected  Bodie  with  Mono  Lake. 

Where  mining  on  any  valid  claims  cannot  be  prohibited,  such 
permits  should  require  no  impairment  of  the  cultural,  natural,  or 
recreational  resource  values  now  present  at  Bodie  State  Historic 
Park  and  in  the  area  of  critical  environmental  concern. 

We  also  urge  the  Bureau  to  apply  for  Land  and  Water  Conservation 
Fund  monies  to  purchase  those  interests  in  private  lands  in  the 
Bodie  Bowl  area  which  would  be  sufficient  to  prohibit  mining 
activity  there.   We  understand  such  monies  could  come  from  the 
Bureau's  national  apportionment  or  from  the  Interior  Secretary's 
discretionary  portion  of  that  fund. 

We  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  draft 
RMP,  and  for  your  helpfulness  in  providing  us  with  a  copy  of  the 
plan  and  other  pertinent  materials.   We  found  the  December  £1 
summary  of  the  issues  raised  at  the  public  hearings  to  be 
particularly  well  done  and  useful. 


ill inger 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  48  (William  C.  Dillinger,  Sacramento 
Audubon  Society) 

48-1 )  Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 

48-2)      Please  see  the  "grazing"  general  response  (5-1 1). 

48-3)      Please  refer  to  the  DPC  general  statement  (p.5-10). 

48-4)      Please  see  general  response  for  minerals  (p.5-13),  item  4. 

There  are  other  ways  to  protect  wildlife  and  wild  plant  habitat 
than  through  a  withdrawal.  Site-specific  stipulation,  mitigation 
and  compliance  inspection  can  adequately  protect  these 
resources  and  at  the  same  time  permit  exploration  and 
development  of  mineral  deposits. 

A  buffer  zone  around  Mono  Basin  National  Forest  Scenic  Area 
is  not  needed  because  the  potential  for  locatable  and  leasable 
mineral  development  in  these  areas  is  low. 

48-5)  Protection  of  Bodie  and  the  National  Historic  Landmark  is  one  of 
the  prime  goals  of  the  RMP.  While  there  has  been  no  proposal 
for  an  open-pit  gold  mine  on  Bodie  Bluff,  we  are  aware  of  the 
potential  for  such  a  proposal.  Our  decisions  relating  to  the 
Bodie  Bowl  are  intended  to  protect  the  historic  and  visual 
resources  of  the  National  Historic  Landmark  and  proposed 
AC  EC  by  setting  standards  or  criteria  that  any  proposed  project 
(be  it  wildlife  enhancement,  recreation  or  mining)  must  meet. 

The  final  RMP  includes  a  mineral  withdrawal  within  the  Bodie 
Bowl.  See  Chapter  2  (p.2-22)  and  the  general  response  for 
Bodie  (p.5-5). 
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48-6)  All  mineral  exploration  on  public  lands  near  Bodie  has  been 
monitored,  and  has  been  done  properly.  An  EIR/EA  is  being 
prepared  by  Mono  County  on  current  proposed  exploration 
activities,  and  the  public  has  been  notified.  A  mining  claimant 
may  take  a  claim  to  patent  at  any  time  he  can  show  a  valid 
mineral  deposit;  and  the  law  does  not  allow  us  to  withdraw 
existing  mining  claims  from  the  patent  process. 

48-7)      See  general  Bodie  response. 

A  complete  inventory  of  the  cultural  and  natural  features  of  the 
area  is  not  possible  at  this  time.  Cultural  inventories  of  the 
potentially  impacted  areas  have  been  done  and  will  continue  to 
be  done  prior  to  any  mineral  exploration  work. 

48-8)      This  is  being  considered,  but  is  not  a  decision  made  in  the  RMP. 
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720  Brookfield  Drive 
Reno,  Nevada   89503 
January  11,  1991 


Mike  Ferguson,  Area  Manager 
Bishop  Resource  Area,  BLM 
787  North  Main  Street,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA   93514 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

The  following  are  my  comments  on  behalf  of  the  Northern 
California/Nevada  Regional  Conservation  Committee  regarding 
the  Bishop  Resource  Area  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

The  Bishop  Resource  Area  is  extremely  important  for  many 
reasons — its  superb  setting  in  the  Eastern  Sierra,  its  proximity 
to  two  magnificent  national  forests,  its  wildlife  and  recreational 
values,  its  wild  roadless  areas,  its  streams  and  springs,  the 
presence  of  threatened,  endangered,  and  sensitive  plant  and 
animal  species,  the  myriad  of  cultural  and  historical  values, 
and  the  diversity  of  its  geology  and  landforms.   In  view  of 
these  values,  it  is  an  area  that  must  be  managed  with  sensitivity 
and  care  so  that  deterioration  and  destruction  does  not  occur. 
Also,  unlike  many  BLM  resource  areas,  it  is  highly  visible  to  the 
public. 

On  my  initial  reading  of  this  document,  I  was  struck  by  two 
disparities — namely,  the  subjects  that  were  included  and  the  subjects 
that  were  excluded  in  the  study.   A  good  example  of  the  former  is 
the  analysis  of  three  transmission  line  corridors  which  seem  to 
have  little  to  do  with  the  RMP  since  most  of  the  land  involved 
belongs  to  the  Forest  Service.   The  most  obvious  example  of  the 
latter  is  the  exclusion  of  grazing  from  consideration,  even  though 
the  last  grazing  study  on  the  area  was  done  ten  years  ago.   I 
have  read  many  RMP's,  but  this  is  the  first  time  I  have  encountered 
this  situation.   Since  I  did  not  receive  the  scoping  documents,  I 
have  no  idea  what  caused  you  to  select  certain  subjects  and  reject 
others,  but  the  resources  of  the  Area  itself  receive  less  than 
satisfactory  coverage  under  the  strictures  of  the  Proposed  Draft 
Plan. 
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I  have  segregated  my  comments  according  to  general  categories 
and,  when  appropriate  given  page  references.   Since  there  is  no 
index  to  the  Draft  RMP  (this  is  badly  needed,  in  view  of  the  com- 
plexity and  confusing  organization  of  the  document) ,  it  is  sometimes 
difficult  to  cite  the  exact  quotation,  but  I  have  done  so  where 
possible. 

I.   Transmission  line  corridor  alternatives. 


Many  pages  are  devoted  to  this  subject  in  spite  of  the  fact 
that  no  case  is  made  for  this  corridor  except  for  Appendix  8 , 
"Transmission  Line  Corridor  Need  Analysis"  by  the  Los  Angeles 
Department  of  Water  and  Power  (hardly  to  be  considered  as  an  un- 
biased source  of  information.)   From  reading  I  have  done  on  alterna- 
tives to  huge  energy  importations  into  Southern  California,  in- 
cluding conservation  alternatives,  such  a  transmission  line  may 
never  be  needed.   The  cancellation  of  plans  for  the  building  of  the 
gigantic  Thousand  Springs  Power  Plant  in  Eastern  Nevada,  partly 
because  of  the  lack  of  a  market  in  Southern  California,  is  an 
indication  that  energy  importation  is  in  flux  at  the  present  time. 

Certainly  there  is  no  reason  to  plan  for  such  a  line  in  this 
document.   If  a  corridor  is  proposed  in  the  future,  the  study 
should  be  done  in  a  separate  EIS  and  include  the  whole  transmission 
line  from  power  source  to  power  dump.   The  three  alternatives 
which  you  cite  lie  mostly  on  Forest  Service  land  and  have  no 
beginning  and  no  end.   Soldier  Canyon,  your  preferred  alternative, 
goes  through  a  Forest  Service  roadless  area  and  would  completely 
gut  the  pristine  values  of  this  area.   Additionally,  such  a  line 
would  force  a  modification  of  the  CDCA  plan  for  Deep  Springs  Valley 
in  the  Ridgecrest  Resource  Area.   The  other  corridors  are  also 
unacceptable.   On  my  third  reading  of  this  document,  I  did  find 
mention  of  a  "no  action"  alternative  for  this  corridor  under 
Alternative  3,  but  there  is  no  adequate  discussion  of  this  alternative 
The  failure  to  address  the  "no  action"  alternative  and  the  failure 
to  consider  the  corridor  as  a  whole  are  possible  violations  of  NEPA. 

The  best  way  out  of  your  dilemma  on  this  power  line  corridor 
proposal  is  to  eliminate  the  subject  in  the  final  RMP  and  substitute 
a  statement  to  the  effect  that,  if  it  is  found  that  such  a  power 
line  is  necessary  in  the  future,  a  separate  EIS  will  be  done  on  the 
whole  corridor  and  the  RMP  modified  accordingly. 

II.   Wilderness  Study  Areas 

The  Bishop  Resource  Area  is  rich  in  WSA's.  Unfortunately,  as 
you  state  in  this  document,  only  part  of  the  Southern  Inyo  (27,420 
acres)  was  recommended  for  wilderness  status  by  the  California  BLM 
in  their  report  to  the  Secretary  of  Interior.  However,  the  desig- 
nation of  wilderness  is  a  Congressional  prerogative  and  has  nothing 
to  do  with  Agency  recommendations.   In  fact.  Congress  usually  treats 
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agency  recommendations  as  an  absolute  minimum  in  the  final  passage 
of  wilderness  bills. 

The  South  Inyo  Mountains  WSA  has  presently  exactly  the  same 
status  as  all  the  other  WSA's  in  the  Bishop  Resource  Area.   They 
are  all  to  be  protected  under  the  Interim  Management  Plan  regulations 
until  Congress  has  made  its  decision.   Therefore,  the  RMP  should 
indicate  clearly  this  protection,  stating  that  all  WSA's  are  to  be 
managed  in  primitive  roadless  status.   An  amendment  to  the  RMP  can  be 
issued  when  and  if  Congress  has  released  specific  areas  to  "multiple 
use."   This  must  be  made  clear  in  your  final  document  since  the 
wording  on  Page  24  is  prejudicial  to  the  wilderness  values  in  the 
WSA's  and  needs  to  be  changed.   I  am  not  asking  that  you  restudy 
the  wilderness  recommendations,  poor  as  these  are,  but  merely  that 
you  acknowledg'e  the  special  status  and  protection  of  the  WSA's 
and  not  make  premature  decisions  about  what  you  are  going  to  do 
when  Congress  acts. 

III.   Grazing 

The  decision  to  exclude  grazing  from  the  RMP  is  incomprehensible 
since  the  EIS  for  grazing  in  the  Benton-Owens  Valley  Planning  Unit 
is  dated  1981  and  in  the  Bodie-Coleville  Planning  Unit  1982.   The 
ecological  conditions  of  the  resource  area  vegetation  was  classified 
at  the  time  the  studies  were  made  in  1978  and  1980,  and  this  data 
are  summarized  in  Table  3-7  on  Page  134.   There  is  no  summary  given 
for  present  conditions,  although  portions  of  the  text  seem  to 
indicate  that  conditions  are  worsening. 

Specific  references  in  the  document  to  livestock  causing 
deterioration  include  the  following: 

A  discussion  of  streams  (page  129)  states  that  stream  surveys 
conducted  in  1988/89  showed  28.3  miles  in  excellent  condition, 
53.25  miles  in  good  condition,  34.75  miles  in  fair  condition, 
and  30.75  miles  in  poor  condition.   "Heavy  livestock  grazing  and 
trampling  were  the  most  common  factors  degrading  stream  channel 
stability  and  riparian  vegetation  composition  and  structure."   In 
an  inventory  of  spring  conditions  (page  129)  conducted  from  1983  to 
">85,  89  were  in  good  condition,  141  were  in  fair  condition,  and 

were  in  poor  condition.   "Factors  influencing  the  ratings 
.elated  to  water  quality  (those  grazed  by  livestock  has  higher 
levels  of  bacteria,  nutrients  and  sediment),  livestock  trampling 
and  vegetative  conditions.   .  .  Four  streams  were  tested  for  domestic 
use  in  the  Bodie  Hills  MA.   None  of  these  were  suitable  for 
human  consumption  due  to  fecal  coliform  bacteria  contamination. 
Most  streams  in  areas  grazed  by  livestock  have  high  levels  of 
fecal  coliform."   This  water  degradation  will  have  a  profound 
negative  effect  on  both  wildlife  and  recreation. 
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In  the  Bridgeport  MA  (page  132)  a  1980  survey  found  that  of 
887  acres  of  aspen  8  6%  were  in  good  to  excellent  condition.   A 
resurvey  of  the  same  groves  in  1988  found  only  21%  in  good  to 
excellent  condition.   As  in  the  Bodie  Hills  MA,  "the  primary 
damage  to  aspen  groves  is  the  loss  of  most  understory  vegetation 
from  excessive  livestock  use."   This  enormous  deterioration  in 
aspen  groves  has  a  profound  effect  on  wildlife,  particularly  for 
nesting  birds. 

Another  reference  to  riparian  conditions  (page  134)  states 
that  "livestock  grazing  was  identified  as  the  primary  influence 
degrading  stream  riparian  habitat  conditions.   The  effects  of 
season-long  continuous  use,  concentrated  distributions,  heavy 
forage  use,  and  soil  and  plant  damage  are  primarily  responsible 
for  degraded  conditions."   The  same  statement  is  made  about  spring 
wetland  habitat  (page  135) ,  and  about  sensitive  plant  habitats 
(page  136) .   The  only  section  entitled  "Livestock  Grazing" 
(page  143)  reiterates  this  concern:   "Certain  areas  receive  heavy 
utilization  year  after  year  resulting  in  lowered  plant  vigor, 
reduced  vegetative  cover,  soil  compaction,  and  a  decline  in  wildlife 
habitat  quality." 

All  of  the  management  areas  seem  to  be  degraded  by  excessive 
livestock  grazing,  but  this  is  particularly  true  in  the  Bodie 
Hills  and  the  Granite  Mt .  MA's,  possibly  because  these  are  the 
most  remote  and  the  least  subject  to  public  scrutiny. 

In  view  of  the  above  statements,  grazing  needs  to  be  addressed 
specifically  in  this  RMP .   Current  conditions  must  be  presented 
and  analyzed,  recommendations  for  correcting  problems  must  be 
made,  and  a  good  monitoring  program  must  be  set  up.   Failure  to 
consider  the  impacts  of  grazing  means  that  your  wildlife  and 
recreation  objectives  cannot  be  achieved. 

IV.   Desired  Plant  Community 

This  is  a  term  I  have  not  encountered  in  previous  RMP's, 
but  evidently  the  focus  is  on  the  health  of  plant  communities 
best  able  to  support  the  various  types  of  wildlife.   The  concept 
seems  a  worthy  one,  but  I  am  puzzled  as  to  why  only  30%  of  the 
resource  area  lands  are  defined  for  this  treatment  and  even  more 
confused  as  to  why  only  14^haiCbeen  selected  for  treatment.   In 
a  ten  to  twenty  year  plan,  all  of  the  areas  that  would  benefit  by 
DPC  treatment  should  be  included.   Also  the  treatment  needs  to 
be  carefully  monitored  to  make  sure  it  is  achieving  the  desired 
results.   However,  DPC  treatment  is  not  a  substitute  for  good 
grazing  management,  but  really  a  complement  to  this  management. 
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V.  Fire  Suppression 

Your  decision  to  suppress  all  wildfires  is  totally  opposite  to 
the  policy  currently  believed  to  be  the  most  advantageous  for  the 
ecological  health  of  the  vegetation  and  the  associated  wildlife. 
Most  of  the  BLM  documents  I  have  reviewed  state  that  naturally 
occurring  wildfires  will  be  suppressed  only  when  they  threaten 
life  or  property  or  for  some  special  reason  (e.g.,  the  protection 
of  sagegrouse  leks.)   Furthermore,  suppressing  all  wildfires  is 
expensive  and  uses  monies  that  are  better  spent  in  resource  pro- 
tection.  There  is  no  rationale  in  the  document  for  total 
suppression.   I  ask,  therefore,  that  after  consultation  with 
fire  ecologists  and  wildlife  biologists,  you  modify  this  position. 

VI .  Mining 

The  mineral  values  in  this  Resource  Area  are  not  nearly  as 
important  as  the  recreational  and  wildlife  values.   While  I  realize 
you  are  constrained  from  certain  decisions  by  the  antiquated  1872 
Mining  Law,  it  is  possible  for  you  to  withdraw  lands  from  mining 
that  have  special  values  which  mining  would  seriously  impact. 
All  of  Bodie  Bowl,  not  just  the  30,000  acres  recommended  in  Alterna- 
tive 3,  should  be  withdrawn  from  wining  because  of  the  historical 
and  cultural  values  and  the  enormous  public  interest  and  concern 
about  this  area.   All  ACEC's  should  also  be  withdrawn.   WSA's  are 
at  present  protected  from  any  new  mining  activity  that  impacts 
their  wilderness  values,  but  future  withdrawals  may  be  necessary 
after  Congress  has  acted.   Geothermal  development  must  be  scrutin- 
ized carefully  because  of  its  effects  on  hot  springs.   Both  water 
quality  and  air  quality  need  to  be  analyzed  for  any  proposed 
geothermal  development. 


VII. 


ORV  Use 


ORV  use  should  be  confined  to  designated  roads  and  trails  in 
the  RMP.   If  an  existing  road  or  trail  is  causing  resource  damage 
(e.g.,  adding  sediment  to  a  stream),  it  should  be  closed  to  use. 
All  ACEC's  and  all  WSA's  should  be  closed  to  ORV  use.   An  educational 
"rogram  for  ORV  users  would  be  helpful  in  explaining  the  purpose 

closures,  and  a  good  map  must  be  available  showing  these  closures. 

Motorcycle  events  are  of  particular  concern  because  they  can 
have  such  a  devastating  effect  on  both  cultural  values  and  wildlife, 
as  well  as  impacting  sensitive  vegetation.   In  addition  they  add 
to  air  and  water  quality  problems.   On  Page  151  an  annual  motor- 
cycle poker  rally  entitled  The  Sierra  Safari  run  in  the  Granite 
Mt.  MA  is  mentioned.   Evidently  this  event  involves  300  cycles 
(or  300  people  since  the  wording  is  not  clear.)   Monitoring  of 
and  environmental  effects  of  this  event  are  not  mentioned.   The 
RMP  must  require  an  adequate  environmental  analysis  of  each  event 
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before  any  application  is  approved,  and  careful  monitoring  of  all 
events  to  assess  environmental  damage. 

VIII.   Land  Acquisitions  and  Disposals 

I  favor  Alternative  3  which  acquires  41,700  acres,  mostly  for 
41-13    wildlife  habitat,  and  disposes  of  none.   However,  I  would  modify  this 
alternative  to  allow  acquisition  of  small  parcels  of  land  for 
impacted  communities,  as  long  as  this  land  does  not  have  riparian 
or  wildlife  values.   Disposing  of  land  for  agricultural  purposes 
would  have  a  negative  effect  on  available  water  for  wildlife  and 
should  not  be  considered.   Your  document  would  be  clearer  if  the 
exact  locations  of  the  lands  you  planned  to  acquire  in  Alternatives 
3  and  4  and  the  lands  planned  for  disposal  in  Alternative  4  were 
listed. 

In  summary,  the  only  alternative  that  can  be  even  partially 
supported  is  Alternative  3,  the  Natural  Resource  Enhancement 
Alternative.   Two  strong  recommendations  in  that  alternative  are 
the  designation  of  ten  ACEC's  and  the  acquisition  of  41,700  acres 
for  wildlife.   However,  even  Alternative  3  has  many  omissions, 
including  failure  to  withdraw  all  of  Bodie  Bowl  from  mining. 

A'large  amount  of  work  is  needed  to  make  this  draft  RMP  into  a 
document  that  actually  addresses  all  the  problems  of  the  resource 
area  and  recommends  management  that  can  be  carried  out  for  the 
next  twenty  years  to  insure  that  the  Resource  Area  is  in  the 
best  possible  condition  at  the  end  of  that  time.   Monitoring  of 
the  effects  of  such  management  must  be  done  at  specified  time 
periods  and  modifications  of  the  plan  made  in  accordance  with  the 
results  of  such  monitoring. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  document.   I 
would  be  happy  to  discuss  any  of  my  recommendations  with  you  by 
phone  or  in  person.   I  have  a  close  personal  interest  in  this 
resource  area  and  want  it  to  be  managed  in  the  best  way  possible. 

Sincerely, 


(j^jO-ASJi 


Matjorle  Sill,  Vice  Chair  and 
Federal  Lands  Coordinator, 
No.  CA/NV  Regional  Conservation 
Committee,  Sierra  Club 


RESPONSE  TO   COMMENT  LETTER  49   (Marjorie  Sill,  Sierra  Club 
Conservation  Committee) 

49-1)  As  stated  on  p.30  of  the  draft  RMP,  the  Forest  Service 
participated  with  the  BLM  as  a  cooperating  agency  in  the 
corridor  study,  which  was  consequently  expanded  to  include 
Inyo  National  Forest  lands. 

49-2)      Please  see  the  "Grazing"  general  response  (p.5-11). 

49-3)      An  index  is  included  in  the  final. 

49-4)      See  the  general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.  5- 16). 

49-5)  The  corridor  decision  has  been  changed;  please  see  Chapter  2 
(p.2-47)  for  the  revised  decision  and  rationale.  See  also  the 
general  response  for  the  corridor  study. 

The  western  termini  of  all  three  east-west  alternative  areas 
considered  in  this  study  were  the  current  location  of  the 
alignment  of  either  the  north-south  500  kV  DC  Intertie 
transmission  line,  or  the  115  kV  SCE  double  circuit  line  (from 
Bishop  south  to  Olancha).  The  eastern  termini  of  the  east-west 
alternative  areas  coincided  with  the  eastern  boundary  of  the  Inyo 
National  Forest,  the  limit  of  the  interagency  corridor  study. 

Page  206  of  the  draft  RMP  analyzes  the  impacts  of  a  No  Action, 
No  East-West  Corridor  Alternative.  Using  the  document's 
Appendix  8  as  a  reference,  this  section  of  the  document 
adequately  addresses  a  "No  Action"  alternative  as  required  by 
NEPA. 
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49-6)  Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 
Since  the  Bureau  believes  that  the  Southern  Inyo  WSA  will  be 
the  minimum  designated  wilderness  in  the  resource  area,  we 
have  projected  a  scenario  to  reflect  such  a  designation.  And 
since  it  is  likely  that  not  all  the  remaining  WSAs  would  be 
designated  wilderness  by  Congress,  we  have  prescribed  long 
term  nonwilderness  direction  for  the  areas.  Nonwilderness 
prescriptions  would  not  be  implemented  until  after  these  areas 
are  reviewed  by  Congress  and  designated  to  nonwilderness 
status.  The  interim  management  and  policy  guidelines  would 
continue  to  protect  wilderness  values  until  Congress  acts  on  the 
WSAs.  We  believe  the  RMP's  long  term  nonwilderness  direction 
for  WSAs  that  are  designated  nonsuitable  would  minimize  public 
expenditures,  reduce  unnecessary  planning,  and  increase  our 
on-the-ground  resource  management. 

49-7)      Please  see  the  "Grazing"  general  response. 

49-8)      Please  refer  to  the  DPC  general  statement  (p.5-10). 


49-9)      Please  refer  to  response  45-2. 

49-1 0)    The  final  RMP  includes  a  withdrawal  within  the  Bodie  Bowl. 
p.2-22  and  the  general  response  for  Bodie  (p.5-5). 


See 


The  ACECs  were  considered  for  withdrawal.  However,  as  there 
is  low  potential  for  mineral  development,  a  decision  was  made 
not  to  withdraw  them  from  mineral  entry.  The  part  of  the 
Conway  Summit  ACEC  which  was  recently  acquired  is  not  open 
to  the  1 872  mining  law  and  does  not  need  to  be  withdrawn.  See 
the  discussion  of  mineral  withdrawals  in  the  general  minerals 
response  (p.5-13). 

Any  proposed  geothermal  project  would  go  through  the  NEPA 
process  and  be  analyzed  carefully  for  potential  impacts  to  hot 
springs,  water  quality  and  air  quality. 


49-1 1 )  Please  see  general  response  to  comments  on  OHV  management 
(p.5-8).  We  concur  with  your  comments  about  the  educational 
program  for  off-highway  vehicle  enthusiasts.  We  will  adopt  your 
proposals  and  incorporate  them  into  our  OHV  program. 

49-12)  The  Bureau  closely  monitors  the  Sierra  Safari  each  year.  Photo 
points  are  established  each  year  with  pre-  and  post-ride  photos 
taken  to  document  impacts.  Several  Bureau  representatives 
patrol  and  monitor  the  event  as  well.  An  environmental 
assessment  is  prepared  for  each  event  analyzing  impacts  and 
expected  problems.  The  event  has  had  negligible  environmental 
impacts.  The  event  occurs  on  roads;  cross-country  travel  is 
prohibited.  Over  the  years,  we  have  submitted  our  photos  to 
conservation  groups  such  as  the  Wilderness  Society  and  Desert 
Survivors.  To  date,  no  appeal  has  been  filed  on  the  event. 

The  reference  to  the  Sierra  Safari  in  the  draft  RMP  was  meant  to 
illustrate  one  particular  type  of  use  that  occurs  in  the  area  under 
Bureau  authorization. 

49-1 3)    See  the  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals  (p.5-9). 
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DEEP  SPRINGS  COLLEGE 

DEEP  SPRINGS,  CALIFORNIA 


POSTAL  ADDRESS: 

VIA  DYER,  NEVADA  89010 


1 1  January,  1991 

Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
787  N.  Main  St.,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA    93514 

To  the  manager: 

The  following  comments  are  in  response  to  the  draft  of  the  Bishop  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  They  specifically  address 
the  utility  corridor  proposal.  Please  consider  these  comments  in  the  preparation  of 
the  final  version,  and  in  your  continued  planning. 

Corridor  Need  The  basic  need  for  a  new  corridor  requires  critical  evaluation. 
The  statement  of  need  comes  from  the  utility  companies  themselves,  and  should 
merit  an  independent  analysis  to  be  certain  of  avoiding  any  conflicts  of  interest.  On 
page  23  it  is  stated  that  "There  is  considerable  demand  from  utility  companies  for 
additional  transmission  line  routes..."  Public  utility  profits  are  determined 
according  to  expenses,  and  constructing  new  transmission  lines  are  indeed 
expensive.  The  Associated  Press  recently  reported  (2  January,  1991)  that 
financially  troubled  Deseret  Generation  &  Transmission  (DG&T)  forestalled 
bankruptcy  by  promising  sales  of  its  power  to  West  Coast  markets.  DG&T's  West 
Coast  sales  depend  upon  the  new  Nevada  transmission  corridor.  With  more  than  $1 
billion  in  debl,  it  is  not  difficult  to  conclude  on  what  side  of  the  issue  are  their 
lobbying  efforts;  and  that  these  efforts  are  economically  motivated. 

The  most  significant  stated  need  for  the  corridor  is  enhancement  of  system 
reliability  (p.  206,  pp.  273-276).  Routing  additional  power  to  southern  California 
via  Owens  Valley  may  potentially  decrease  system  reliability  (see  below).  With 
about  half  of  southern  California's  power  already  going  through  Owens  Valley, 
increasing  its  share  seems  ill-advised.  Alternatives  for  increasing  system  reliability 
without  new  corridors  are  not  ever  mentioned.  A  potential  scenario  for  a  cascading 
power  outage  is  described  in  Appendix  8.  For  this  scenario  to  occur,  "automatic 
load-shedding  relays  and  other  protective  equipment"  must  fail  (p.  275).  If  these 
are  the  keystones  of  system  reliability,  then  sound  engineering  principles  dictate 
that  these  systems  be  made  redundant  and  fail-safe.  Such  measures  would  certainly 
be  economically  desirable  over  establishing  new  transmission  corridors.  Another 
alternative  deserving  investigation  is  that  of  upgrading  emergency  procedures  for 
reestablishing  transmission  following  the  event  of  catastrophic  disruption. 

TELEPHONE  <619)  872-200O 
OR 
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Temporary  structures  may  be  feasible  that  could  be  mobilized  and  erected  at  the  site 
of  the  damage  to  facilitate  restoration  of  transmitted  power  in  a  matter  of  hours. 
Such  temporary  structures  would  serve  until  the  completion  of  reconstruction. 

Additional  transmission  lines  could  be  obviated  by  locating  power  generating 
facilities  closer  to  the  users  in  southern  California.  This  is  an  option  not  generally 
considered  feasible  because  of  the  restrictive  pollution  requirements  near  urban 
areas.  In  the  present  case,  this  means  exporting  the  pollution  source  away  from  the 
urban  concentration  to  the  Great  Basin  area.  This  then  enables  coal  fueled  plants 
and  less  stringent  pollution  standards.  However,  perhaps  the  actual  cost  of  the 
pollution  emitted  from  these  plants  should  be  fairly  assessed.  It  has  been  established 
that  fossil-fueled  power  plants  in  the  west  significantly  contribute  to  the  acid-rain 
problem  to  the  east.  What  is  the  ultimate  cost  of  forest  and  aquatic  environment 
damage  attributable  to  these  sources?  A  fair  and  conscientious  cost-benefit  analysis 
might  decide  in  favor  of  plants  closer  to  the  users  with  appropriate  air  quality 
control  (without  long  distance  power  transmission)  compared  to  ones  in  the  Great 
Basin  with  appropriate  air  quality  control. 

Geological  Risks  of  Routing  Power  through  Owens  Valley    Any  of  the 

utility  corridor  alternatives  would  connect  to  the  Owens  Valley  corridor  to  proceed 
south.  Through  the  Owens  Valley,  this  line  runs  directly  along  the  great  fault  on 
the  eastern  Sierra  escarpment.  In  1872,  this  was  the  site  of  one  of  our  nation's  most 
devastatingly  powerful  earthquakes  in  recorded  history.  This  area  should  be 
considered  seismically  unstable,  and  it  certainly  has  the  potential  for  a  similar 
seismic  episode.  This  corridor  does  not  just  cross  this  fault,  rather  it  runs  parallel  to 
it  fault  for  about  100  miles,  thus  the  potential  destructiveness  is  enormous.  This 
consideration  alone  argues  against  routing  additional  power  through  Owens  Valley 
for  reasons  of  reliability. 

Another  Risk  that  Reduces  Reliability   The  preferred  corridor  alternative  of 
Soldier  Canyon  passes  through  a  bighorn  mountain  sheep  range.  The  herd  that 
inhabits  this  range  was  eliminated  in  the  1960's  after  contracting  disease  from 
domestic  sheep.  However,  efforts  are  in  progress  to  reestablish  this  herd,  and  this 
herd  in  absentia  must  be  considered  in  planning.  Because  of  bighorn  sheep's 
sensitivity  to  disturbance,  a  transmission  line  over  the  Inyo  mountains  at  this  point 
would  likely  require  roadless  construction.  Additionally,  it  is  very  rugged  where 
this  potential  segment  of  the  corridor  would  cross  the  Inyo  mountains.  Such  a 
length  of  inaccessible  and  roadless  line  would  be  an  ideal  target  for  sabotage  (p. 
206).  A  potential  saboteur  would  naturally  be  attracted  to  such  a  section  since 
disruption  would  be  maximized  where  repair  would  be  most  difficult. 

Other  Concerns  The  logical  eastern  extension  of  a  transmission  line  from  the 
Soldier  Canyon  alternative  would  proceed  across  Deep  Springs  Valley.  This 
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enclosed  valley  is  uniquely  beautiful  because  of  its  small  size,  steep  surrounding 
mountain  walls  and  unspoiled  character.  The  primary  settlement  of  the  valley  is 
Deep  Springs  College  which  privately  owns  all  of  the  valley's  significant  water 
sources,  which  effectively  precludes  any  further  development.  Visual  impacts  are 
mentioned  throughout  the  document  as  important  considerations  in  corridor 
planning.  Reasons  stated  for  locating  an  east-west  corridor  through  eastern 
California  instead  of  a  Las  Vegas  route  include  visual  impacts.  Visual  impact  to  the 
Deep  Springs  Valley,  and  to  all  of  the  alternatives  proposed  should  be  considered 
equally  important  to  the  ones  mentioned  that  initiated  the  proposal.  California  state 
highway  168,  which  crosses  Deep  Springs  Valley  and  below  Soldier  Canyon,  is 
under  consideration  as  a  scenic  byway.  During  the  summer  season,  several  tour 
busses  cross  Deep  Springs  Valley  daily,  and  proceed  on  to  Owens  Valley.  The  route 
.     elected  for  its  splendid  views  of  unspoiled  high  desert  valley  backed  by 
mountains.  Many  visitors  to  the  area  drive  state  highway  168  up  Westgaard  Pass  to 
the  Bristlecone  National  Forest.  Many  often  continue  east  on  168  and  experience 
Deep  Springs  Valley  as  their  first  (and  perhaps  only)  view  of  the  Great  Basin 
openness,  and  derive  a  feeling  of  the  old  Western  Frontier.  Conspicuous  power  line 
lowers  marching  across  the  valley  would  spoil  this  visual  experience. 

For  the  same  reasons,  continuing  the  transmission  line  east  from  Soldier  Canyon 
through  Eureka  Valley  should  not  be  considered.  Eureka  Valley  is  the  site  of  the 
Eureka  Valley  Sand  Dunes  National  Natural  Landmark.  This  attracts  visitors  by 
way  of  the  Waucoba  road,  which  crosses  the  base  of  Soldier  Canyon.  The  balance  of 
Eureka  Valley  beyond  the  sand  dunes  is  entirely  uninhabited  and  deserves  similar 
protection  as  that  which  Death  Valley  bears. 

Closing  Comments  Alternatives  exist  that  should  be  investigated  and  tried 
before  resorting  to  the  construction  of  a  new  utility  corridor  and  accepting  its 
consequential  impacts.  In  particular,  the  preferred  Soldier  Canyon  alternative 
entails  the  alteration  of  much  unspoiled  land.  There  may  be  reasons  for  preserving 
large,  continuous  tracts  of  unspoiled  land  that  may  not  yet  be  realized,  and  would  be 
compromised  by  this  proposed  corridor.  This  utility  corridor  does  not  seem  to  be 
absolutely  essential  at  this  time.  Thus,  we  should  leave  future  generations  the  option 
of  retaining  unspoiled  land,  at  least  until  there  is  no  foreseeable  option. 

Sincerely, 

Joseph  SzewczaivB^S.ErrPn.D. 
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(Joseph  Szewczak,  Deep 


50-1)  See  the  general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.5-13). 
Federal  agencies  do  not  grant  rights-of-way  for  transmission 
lines  based  solely  upon  a  utility's  desire  to  transmit  its  power  to 
a  more  lucrative  market  to  assure  its  financial  survival. 

50-2)  See  the  general  response  for  the  corridor  study.  The  majority  of 
modern-day  American  society  demands  an  almost  uninterrupted 
supply  of  electrical  energy,  and  utility  companies  are  in  the 
business  to  meet  that  demand.  The  need  analysis  states  that  it 
is  almost  impossible  to  predict  the  performance  of  protective 
devices  and  how  they  will  function  at  each  generating  plant  as 
a  result  of  a  mass  disturbance  at  any  one  point  in  the  western 
U.S.  electrical  grid.  Corridor  separation,  then,  is  a  prudent 
design  measure  that  serves  to  minimize  the  likelihood  of 
widespread,  catastrophic  outages. 

50-3)  The  corridor  study  did  not  address  the  potential  environmental 
impacts  from  fossil-fueled  power  plants,  since  no  specific  power 
generation/power  transmission  project  has  been  proposed  or 
evaluated.  An  EIS  prepared  in  response  to  a  proposal  would 
more  appropriately  address  these  issues. 

50-4)  The  issue  of  geological  risks  would  be  addressed  during  the 
environmental  analysis  of  a  specific  project.  Much  of  the  direct 
impact  can  be  mitigated  by  evaluating  the  occurrence  of  faults 
within  or  near  the  proposed  project  area,  and  then  locating 
transmission  line  towers  away  from  active  or  potentially  active 
faults.  Experience  with  major  transmission  lines  in  areas  that 
have  frequent  seismic  activity  has  shown  that  facilities  not 
located  on  a  fault  line  can  generally  withstand  moderate  to 
severe  seismic  activity  with  minimal  damage  or  system  failure. 


5-109 


50-4A)  The  corridor  decision  has  been  changed;  please  see  Chapter  2 
(p.2-47)  for  the  revised  decision  and  rationale.  Issues 
concerning  roadless  construction,  specific  impacts  to  bighorn 
sheep  habitat,  and  system  sabotage  would  more  appropriately 
be  addressed  in  a  site-specific  environmental  analysis  conducted 
in  response  to  a  project  proposal. 

50-5,6)  See  the  general  response  for  the  corridor  study. 
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Natural  Resources 
Defense  Council 

90  New  Montgomery 
San  Francisco.  CA  94105 
415  777-0220 
Fax  415  495 -5996 


January  15,  1991  VIA  FEDERAL  EXPRESS 

Hike  Ferguson,  Area  Manager 
Bishop  Resource  Area 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
787  N.  Main  Street,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA  93514 

Re:   Draft  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan 
and  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

This  letter  constitutes  the  comments  of  the  Natural 
Resources  Defense  Council  (NRDC)  on  the  above-captioned 
draft  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) .   As  you  may  already 
know,  NRDC  is  a  non-profit  environmental  membership 
organization  that  has  long  been  concerned  about  the 
management  and  current  conditions  of  publicly-owned  lands 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
(BLM) ,  including  lands  in  Bishop  Resource  Area.   We  have 
also  long  followed  the  BLM's  efforts  to  comply  with  the 
requirements  of  federal  laws  enacted  to  protect  the 
environment,  including  especially  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  (NEPA)  and  the  Federal 
Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976  (FLPMA) ,  as  well  as 
requirements  of  agency  policies  and  regulations. 

Overall,  we  are  disappointed  by  the  contents  of  the  draft 
RMP  and  EIS.   Our  comments  focus  specifically  on  four 
issues:   1)  the  document's  organization,  or,  more 
precisely,  its  lack  of  organization  as  well  as  its  lack  of 
relevant,  essential  information;  2)  it  treatment  of 
existing  withdrawals;  3)  its  treatment  of  hardrock  mining; 
and  4)  its  treatment  of  grazing.   In  addition,  we  wish  to 
incorporate  by  reference  the  comments  of  Friends  of  the 
Inyo,  The  Mono  Lake  Committee  and  The  Wilderness  Society. 

In  brief,  the  Bishop  RMP  and  EIS  is  an  extremely  confusing 
and  opaque  document  and,  on  that  ground  alone,  should  be 
re-organized,  revised  and  recirculated  as  a  new  draft. 
Additionally,  while  we  appreciate  the  agency's  attempt  to 
integrate  its  review  of  existing  withdrawals  with 
preparation  of  the  RMP  as  well  as  its  effort  to  plan  for 
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hardrock  mineral  development,  we  find  that  both  of  these 
issues  have  been  treated  inadequately  in  the  RMP  document. 
He  also  find  that  the  draft  RMP  and  EIS  fail  to  address 
the  issue  of  livestock  grazing  adequately.   In  what 
follows,  we  discuss  these  inadequacies  in  detail. 

I.  The  Draft  Should  Be  Withdrawn  and  Recirculated. 

The  BLM  is  required  by  both  NEPA  and  FLPMA  to  involve  the 
public  in  the  making  of  decisions  concerning  management  of 
the  public  lands.   Thus,  it  is  well-established  that  one 
of  KEPA's  principal  purposes  was  to  "foster  ...  informed 
public  participation"  in  federal  decisionmaking. 
California  v.  Block.  690  F.2d  753,  761  (9th  Cir.  1982). 
The  public  participation  mandate  of  FLPMA  is  even  broader: 
the  Act  directs  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  "give" 
members  of  the  public  "adequate  notice  and  opportunity  to 
comment  upon  and  participate  in  the  formulation  of  plans 

...  relating  to  "  public  land  management.   43  U.S.C.  i 

1712(f).  See  also  id. ■  i   1739(e). 


It  is  axiomatic  that,  in  order  to  permit  meaningful  public 
participation,  plans  and  EISs  must  be  understandable  by 
readers.   The  regulations  of  the  Council  on  Environmental 
Quality  (CEQ) ,  which  are  binding  on  the  BLM,  direct  that 
EISs  "shall"  be  written  "so  that  decisionmakers  and  the 
public  can  readily  understand  them."   40  CFR  I  1502.8. 
They  must  "communicate  [necessary  information]  to  the 
persons  entitled  to  be  so  informed,"  and  provide 
"effective  disclosure"  of  the  environmental  impacts  of 
proposed  actions.  Oregon  Env.  Council  v.  Kunzman.  614  F. 
Supp.  657,  665  (D.  Or.  1985). 

The  Bishop  EIS  does  not  meet  these  standards.   It  is 
organized  in  such  a  way  that  it  is  impossible  to 
understand  and  track  —  at  least  to  this  reader  and 
undoubtedly  to  others,  including  in  particular  readers  who 
lack  detailed,  on-the-ground  knowledge  of  each  of  the  nine 
management  areas  into  which  the  Resource  Area  has  been 
divided.   Even  with  constant  reference  to  a  map  as  well  as 
to  a  personally-prepared  summary  of  the  different 
alternatives  and  index  to  the  document,  the  impact 
analyses  were  confusing  and  impenetrable.   Rather  than 
disclose  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  plan 
alternatives  as  required,  the  draft  obscured  them. 
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Similarly,  the  draft  document  does  not  provide  "good 
analysis  and  clear  presentation  of  the  alternatives."  40 
CFR  §  1502.10.   Instead,  as  illustrated  by  examples  in  the 
subsequent  sections  of  these  comments,  this  RMP  contains 
extremely  conclusory  and  opaque  statements.   As  also 
discussed  in  subsequent  sections,  information  which  is 
essential  to  permit  independent  evaluation  of  the 
conclusions  presented  in  the  RMP  has  been  omitted. 

Accordingly,  we  recommend  that  the  draft  be  withdrawn, 
reorganized  extensively  and  supplemented  with  the 
information  described  below.  Then,  it  should  be  re- 
released  for  meaningful  public  review  and  comment. 

II.  The  Treatment  of  Proposed  Withdrawals  Is  Inadequate. 

The  Bishop  Resource  Area  is  to  be  commended  for  seeking 
public  comment  during  its  land  withdrawal  review  effort 
and  for  addressing  withdrawals  in  the  RMP.  St-      Lulan  v. 

National  Wildlife  Federation.  U.S.  (July  26, 

1990) .  Nonetheless,  NRDC  is  extremely  concerned  about  the 
Bureau's  preferred  alternative  for  withdrawals  on  both 
substantive  and  procedural  grounds. 

The  BLM's  preferred  alternative  contemplates  the 
revocation  of  all  existing  watershed  withdrawals  in  the 
Resource  Area  (as  do  two  of  the  other  alternatives) . 
Presently,  some  600,000  acres  have  been  withdrawn  pursuant 
to  Executive  or  Congressional  orders. 

We  believe  that  the  proposed  blanket  revocation  of  these 
withdrawals  may  seriously  undermine  sound  management  of 
the  outstanding  natural  resources  within  or  near  to  the 
Resource  Area.  Not  only  BLM-administered  lands  and 
resources,  but  others,  including  lands  in  the  Mono  Basin 
National  Forest  Scenic  Area,  may  be  jeopardized  by 
revocation  of  these  withdrawals.   In  particular,  we  are 
concerned  that  revocation  of  the  Congressional  withdrawal 
made  in  1931  could  affect  the  federal  water  rights  that 
are  held  by  the  BLM  and  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  with 
respect  to  the  withdrawn  lands.   If  this  were  the  case. 
Mono  Lake  and  Negit  Island  as  well  as  other  resources 
could  suffer  extremely  serious  negative  consequences. 
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Unfortunately,  the  RMP/EIS  document  does  not  reveal  what 
the  environmental  impacts  of  revoking  these  withdrawals 
are  likely  to  be.   Unless  the  BLM  is  going  to  prepare 
additional  NEPA  documentation  before  formally  requesting 
Congress  (or  the  President)  to  revoke  existing 
withdrawals,  the  treatment  of  this  issue  in  this  document 
must  be  significantly  improved  to  comply  with  NEPA. 
Specifically,  the  document  must  identify  the  lands  that 
are  currently  withdrawn  and  carefully  analyze  the  impacts 
that  are  likely  to  occur  upon  revocation.   In  particular, 
what  is  likely  to  be  the  impact  of  opening  the  presently 
withdrawn  land  to  entry  under  the  Mining  Law  of  1872?   In 
addition,  if  the  BLM  already  has  plans  for  these  lands  — 
e.g. .  that  they  will  be  disposed  of  or  traded  for  other 
lands,  the  impacts  of  implementing  these  plans  must  be 
discussed.   And  last,  but  by  no  means  least,  the 
implications  of  revoking  these  withdrawals  for  Mono  Lake 
and  Negit  Island  must  be  addressed. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  the  Bureau  intends  to  comply  fully 
with  NEPA's  requirements  before  acting  on  the  proposed 
revocations,  then  it  should  so  state  in  the  next  version 
of  this  document.   If  this  is  the  Bureau's  intent,  the  RMP 
should  include  an  unequivocal  commitment  to  the 
preparation  of  one  or  more  NEPA  documents  that  analyze  the 
impacts  of  revocation  in  detail  and  alternatives  thereto, 
prior  to  acting  on  the  proposed  revocation. 

III.   The  Treatment  of  Mining  Is  Inadequate. 

As  far  as  we  have  been  able  to  determine,  the  Bishop  RMP 
is  the  first  California  RMP  that  attempts  to  plan  for 
hardrock  mining.   The  BLM  in  other  states  is  also  far 
behind  in  such  planning,  despite  the  fact  that  FLPMA 
clearly  gives  the  agency  the  authority  to  constrain  mining 
activities  on  the  public  lands  through  the  land  use 
planning  process  and  supplemental  planning  guidance  for 
locatable  minerals  was  promulgated  in  1986. 

Despite  its  deficiencies,  the  instant  RMP  reveals  clearly 
that  the  Bishop  Resource  Area's  outstanding  natural 
resources  are  seriously  threatened  by  hardrock  mining 
activities.   That  this  and  other  RMPs  can  and  must  control 
mineral  activities  on  the  public  lands  (along  with  other 
uses  such  as  livestock  grazing)  is  not  open  to  question. 
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As  set  forth  in  the  planning  guidance,  the  BLM  must,  in 
the  planning  process,  identify  lands  which  will  remain 
open  to  the  operation  of  the  mining  laws  and  those  which 
will  be  closed.   BLM  Manual  Sections  1624. 3Ala  and  lb. 
For  the  lands  which  remain  open,  the  plans  are  to 
"identify  any  terms,  conditions,  or  other  special 
considerations,  if  any,  that  may  constrain  mining 
activities."   UL.,  Section  1624. 3A2. 

Such  constraints  may  apply  to  major  portions  of  the 
resource  area,  to  specific  areas  within  the  resource 
area,  or  to  general  types  of  operations  conducted 
under  the  mining  laws. 

Id.   The  visual  resource  categories  used  by  the  Bishop  RMP 
to,  in  effect,  implement  FLPMA' s  prohibition  on 
"unnecessary  and  undue  degradation,"  43  U.S.C.  §  1732(b), 
clearly  constitute  such  constraints,  and  we  commend  the 
BLM  for  clearly  stating  that  "[a]ctions  violating  VRM 
classes  will  not  be  allowed."   RMP,  p.  27. ' 

Nonetheless,  we  are  disappointed  by  the  RMP's  treatment  of 
mining  for  several  major,  interrelated  reasons.   First,  it 
fails  provide  the  kinds  of  information  referred  to  by  the 
planning  guidance,  including,  but  not  limited  to, 


1  We  recognize  that  this  statement  does  not  preclude  amendment 
of  the  final  RMP  to  permit  an  otherwise  non-conforming  mining 
operation  to  go  forward.   Indeed,  the  BLM  recently  recognized 
that,  in  the  event  any  proposed  mining  activity  is  not  in 
conformance  with  the  applicable  land  use  plan,  the  plan  must  be 
amended  in  accordance  with  the  planning  regulations  before  the 
activity  is  approved.   See,  e.g..  letter  dated  November  16,  1990 
to  Mr.  Norbert  Riedy  of  The  Wilderness  Society,  from  Gordon 
Knight,  BLM  (a  copy  of  which  is  attached) .   In  our  view,  this 
procedure  must  be  followed  in  connection  with  any  proposed  mining 
activity,  including  those  involving  pre-existing  mining  claims 
and/or  valid  existing  rights.   In  any  event,  the  BLM's  position 
on  this  key  issue  should  be  unequivocally  stated  in  the  RMP  to 
prevent  confusion  in  the  future  as  well  as  to  permit  public 
review.   In  addition  and  for  the  same  reasons,  the  BLM  should 
indicate  what,  if  any,  distinctions  will  be  drawn  between 
existing  claims  and  claims  that  are  filed  after  the  plan  is 
finalized. 
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information  about  mineral  potential,  the  general  location 
of  existing  mining  claims  and  patents,  and  data  on  mineral 
production.   BLM  Manual  Section  1624. 33A.   Second,  the  RMP 
did  not  provide  sufficient  specific  information  about  the 
effect  of  the  proposed  plan  and  alternatives  on  the 
mineral  resources  of  the  area  or  about  the  various  plan 
constraints.   Third,  the  document  fails  to  provide  any 
explanation  of  how  the  impact  conclusions  for  mining 
options  were  arrived  at.   Finally,  the  preferred 
alternative  for  mining  withdrawals  is  far  too  limited. 

Because  of  the  RMP's  lack  of  basic  information,  the 
discussion  of  mining  is  very  confusing,  to  say  the  least. 
Thus,  for  example,  as  the  result  of  the  failure  to 
identify  existing  claims  readers  lack  baseline  information 
essential  for  assessing  such  predictions  as  "60%  of  the 
locateable  [sic]  ...  minerals  will  be  effectively 
withdrawn  from  development  due  to  environmental 
restrictions."  RMP  at  p.  93.   The  document  provides  no 
clue  as  to  how  this  percentage  (or  others)  was  arrived  at 
or  how  conclusions  about  the  economic  and/or  environmental 
feasibility  of  development  were  reached.   See,  e.g. .  id. 
at  177,  178. 

The  use  of  the  phrase  "effectively  withdrawn"  as  in  the 
statement  quoted  above  also  adds  to  the  confusion.   We  are 
aware  of  no  such  management  option:   lands  are  either 
withdrawn  or  they  are  not.   If  the  Bureau  seriously  thinks 
that  some  (or  all)  of  the  lands  that  have  not  been 
proposed  for  withdrawal  under  the  various  alternatives 
cannot  be  developed  under  any  circumstances  (e.g. .  by 
means  of  underground  mining  rather  than  surface  mining) , 
then  we  believe  you  should  propose  to  withdraw  them  in 
connection  with  development  of  this  plan. 

The  document's  discussion  of  the  relationship  between 
mining  proposals  and  endangered,  threatened,  candidate  and 
sensitive  species  also  requires  clarification  as  do  its 
impact  analyses.   The  BLM  long  ago  recognized  that,  in 
cases  of  conflict  between  the  Endangered  Species  Act  and 
mining  activities,  it  was  required  to  protect  the 
federally  listed  species.   See.  BLM,  Surface  management  of 
Public  Lands  Under  U.S.  Mining  Laws  —  Final  Rulemaking, 
45  Fed.  Reg.  78902,  78905  (November  26,  1980).   Yet,  we 
could  find  no  place  in  the  RMP  document  at  which  this 
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obligation  is  acknowledged.   Even  more  importantly,  we 
could  not  determine  from  the  impact  analyses  what,  if  any, 
effects  existing  and  proposed  mining  activities  are  likely 
to  have  on  any  of  the  many  federally  protected,  candidate 
or  state-listed  species  that  are  found  in  the  Resource 
Area.   In  part,  this  is  because  it  is  not  at  all  clear 
from  the  document  which  specific  areas  are  being 
considered  for  withdrawal. 

Which,  if  any,  habitats  of  any  federally  protected, 
candidate  or  state-listed  species  that  are  found  in  this 
Resource  Area  have  been  proposed  for  withdrawal?  Why 
haven't  more  habitats  been  proposed,  given  the  Bureau's 
affirmative  obligations  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act 
to  ensure  that  listed  species  are  de-listed  and  the 
addition  of  new  species  avoided?  What  about  other 
sensitive  areas  that  apparently  have  not  been  proposed  for 
withdrawal?  Why  haven't  all  of  the  proposed  Areas  of 
Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACECs)  in  which  mining 
threatens  important  resources  been  proposed  for  withdrawal 
under  the  BLM's  preferred  alternative?  Why  haven't  the 
withdrawals  contemplated  by  the  Bureau's  draft  preferred 
alternative  (circulated  in  March,  1990)  been  carried 
forward  into  this  document? 

It  is  also  not  clear  from  the  RMP/EIS  which  if  any 
constraints  in  addition  to  the  VRM  classifications  are 
being  proposed  by  the  RMP.   For  example,  are  the  seasonal 
prescriptions  applicable  to  hardrock  activities  and,  if 
not,  why  not?  And,  if  the  VRM  classifications  are  the 
sole  constraints,  why  does  the  Bureau  believe  that  they 
are  all  that  is  necessary  to  protect  the  extraordinary 
resources  of  this  area , . especially  given  the  other 
measures  that  are  available.   See,  e.g..  BLM  Manual 
Section  1624. 3A2. 

What  is  more,  even  if  the  VRM  guidelines  are  the  sole 
constraints,  the  impact  of  their  use  is  extremely  unclear: 
how  can  the  BLM  reconcile  its  proposal  to  designate  the 
Bodie  Bowl  as  an  ACEC  and  Class  I  VRM  in  order  to  protect 
its  status  as  a  National  Landmark,  RMP,  p.  65,  with  its 
simultaneous  proposal  to  leave  the  area  open  to  mining? 
Id.  at  66.   Specifically  what  mining  activities  constitute 
"very  limited  management  activity"?  Id. .  Appendix  4,  p. 
263. 
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As  a  result  of  the  failure  to  provide  relevant  informa- 
tion, independent  evaluation  of  the  Bureau's  methodologies 
and  meaningful  comment  on  its  impact  conclusions  are 
virtually  impossible.   The  BLM  can  neither  ask  nor  expect 
readers  of  this  document  to  take  its  conclusions  on  faith: 
it  must  provide  "evidence  that  the  ...  necessary 
environmental  analyses"  have  been  conducted  and  allow 
public  comment  thereon.   40  CFR  jj  1502.1. 

With  regard  to  the  alternatives  involving  mining,  we 
submit  that  the  preferred  alternative's  proposal  to 
withdraw  a  mere  1,900  additional  acres  within  the  Bishop 
Resource  Area  is  patently  inadequate  and  clearly 
unjustified.   First,  according  to  the  RMP,  retention  of 
the  status  quo  (Alternative  1)  calls  for  withdrawal  of 
30,000  acres.   See,  e.g. .  Table  2-1,  BMP  at  37.   How  can 
it  be  that  present  management  is  more  environmentally 
protective  than  the  preferred  alternative,  especially  when 
the  latter  is  supposed  to  "provide  for  development  . . . 
while  protecting  or  enhancing  environmental  values"?   Id. . 
p.  35.   Why  has  BLM  decided  to  be  less  protective  of  the 
public's  resources  in  the  future?  How  can  reducing  the 
30,000  acre  total  by  28,100  acres  be  described  as 
achieving  a  "balanced"  resolution  of  the  issues?   Id. .  p. 
49.   Why  does  the  RMP  document  fail  to  provide  any 
explanation  of  why  or  how  the  1,900  acre  total  that  is 
included  in  Alternative  4  was  arrived  at? 

Moreover,  although  four  alternatives  are  considered,  the 
fact  is  there  are  only  two  withdrawal  options:   withdraw 
an  additional  30,000  acres  or  withdraw  only  1,900  acres. 
Consideration  of  only  two  options  plainly  does  not  satisfy 
the  BLM 's  obligation  under  NEPA  to  consider  a  "reasonable 
range  of  alternatives."   California  v.  Block,  supra .  690 
F.2d  at  765.   Certainly,  as  indicated  above,  there  are  a 
number  of  intermediate  withdrawal  configurations  that 
would  provide  different  solutions  to  the  significant 
resource  conflicts  involving  mining  that  the  RMP  concedes 
exist  in  the  Resource  Area.   Similarly,  as  also  indicated, 
there  are  other  management  actions  that  could  be  employed 
to  avoid  environmental  degradation,  in  addition  to  VRM 
classes. 
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For  example,  the  RMP/EIS  could  consider  specific  actions 
that  would  specifically  protect  federally  listed  species 
from  existing  or  proposed  mining  activities  as  part  of  one 
or  more  of  the  alternatives  considered.   It  could  consider 
actions  that  would  protect  state-listed  species  from  these 
activities,  given  the  policy  of  the  California  BLM  that 
state-listed  species  are  to  be  treated  as  if  they  were 
federally  listed.   It  could  consider  requiring  underground 
mines  in  certain  areas. 

Not  only  the  failure  to  consider  withdrawal  and  other 
management  options,  but  also  to  explain  how  the 
alternatives  that  were  considered  were  derived  are 
inconsistent  with  NEPA's  requirements.   See  BLM  Manual  H- 
1790-1,  Chapter  V,  Section  Al(e)(2). 

III.   The  Treatment  of  Grazing  Is  Inadequate. 

We  are  extremely  disappointed  by  the  treatment  of 
livestock  grazing  in  this  RMP.  While  we  do  not  believe 
that  it  is  necessary  to  change  valid  management  decisions 
made  in  the  past,  we  submit  that  the  BLM  must  do  more  than 
merely  assert  that  those  decisions  are  valid:   it  must 
provide  information  that  will  justify  its  determination  to 
perpetuate  them.   No  such  information  has  been  provided 
here;  on  the  contrary,  the  RMP  document  contains 
information  that  suggests  that  previously-arrived  at 
decisions  deserve  reconsideration.   Finally,  we  have 
serious  question's  about  the  proposed  grazing  management 
actions,  including  specifically  the  BLM's  decision  to  rely 
virtually  entirely  on  a  new,  untested  notion  —  the  DPC 
concept  —  to  remedy  grazing  problems  that  still  persist 
despite  the  passage  of  more  than  nine  and  1/2  and  eight 
and  1/2  years  since  grazing  EISs  were  completed  on 
allotments  in  this  resource  area. 

The  RMP  incorporates  by  reference  the  grazing  decisions 
made  on  the  basis  of  the  Benton-Owens  Valley  and  Bodie- 
Coleville  EISs  (completed  respectively  on  September  14, 
1981  and  September  17,  1982)  and,  in  particular,  "stocking 

levels,  [and]  seasons  of  use "  RMP,  p.  24.   Those 

decisions,  according  to  the  document,  "are  still  valid." 
Id. .  p.  25.  Any  changes  "necessary"  will  be  "made  after 
the  RMP,  using  established  procedures  based  on  vegetation 
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and  stream  condition  monitoring"  using  resource  condition 
objectives  established  in  the  RMP.   Jd^.,  p.  24. 

As  documented  in  the  earlier  grazing  EISs,  livestock 
grazing  can  have  and  has  had  adverse  impacts  on  the 
resources  of  the  Bishop  Resource  Area.   Indeed,  the  Bishop 
RMP/EIS  reveals  that,  despite  the  fact  that  almost  ten 
years  have  elapsed  since  those  statements  were  completed 
and  more  than  five  years  since  management  decisions  based 
on  them  were  made,  livestock  grazing  as  permitted  by  the 
Bureau  is  still  harming  riparian  resources,  water  quality 
and  wildlife  values  in  the  resource  area.   See,  e.g. .  RMP 
pp.  129,  134,  143,  151. 

Moreover,  comparison  of  condition  data  contained  in  the 
earlier  EISs  and  in  Table  3-7  of  the  Bishop  document 
reveals  that  ecological  conditions  have  not  improved  at 
all  while  buried  in  the  RMP  document  is  the  revelation 
that  at  least  some  key  riparian  areas  have  actually 
declined  significantly  since  1980.   RMP,  p.  132.   See  also 
Memorandum  dated  December  5,  1988,  to  California's  then- 
Secretary  for  Resources,  from  State  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game,  Subject:   Draft  Planning  Criteria  and  Pre-planning 
Analysis  for  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan,  U.S.  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  (BLM)  (concluding,  on  the  basis  of  the 
Bureau's  monitoring  data,  that  wildlife  habitat  conditions 
have^ declined  significantly  under  post-EIS  management. 
See    To  us,  these  impacts  plainly  suggest  the  inadequacy 
of  present  management  direction  and  practices. 

Given  the  age  of  the  earlier  grazing  EISs,  the 
deterioration  in  wildlife  conditions  and  the  lack  of 
improvement  in  ecological  conditions,  the  BLM  bears  a 
heavy  burden  to  justify  its  refusal  to  re-examine 
allocation  and  other  decisions  previously  made.   Indeed 
the  CEQ  has  noted  that  "EISs  that  are  more  than  5  years' 
old  should  be  carefully  reexamined  to  determine  if"  they 
are  still  current.   CEQ,  "Forty  Most  Asked  Questions 


We  have  attached  a  copy  of  this  memorandum  to  these  comments 
for  your  convenience,  although  we  understand  that  its  contents 
have  already  been  presented  to  the  BLM.   By  submitting  a  copy  at 
this  time,  we  wish  the  memorandum  to  become  part  of  the  official 
administrative  record. 
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Concerning  CEQ's  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
Regulations,  46  Fed.  Reg.  18026,  18036  (March  2;,  1981). 
Moreover,  the  BLM's  own  planning  guidance  provides  that 
old  decisions  can  only  be  retained  under  circumstances 
that  are  not  found  here,  given  the  deterioration  in 
wildlife  habitat  conditions.  Sfifi  BLM  Manual,  18  1618. 21A 
and  D. 

The  RMP,  however,  does  not  acknowledge  any  of  these 
factors  and  makes  no  meaningful  effort  to  justify  its 
retention  of  existing  MFP  decisions.   It  merely  states 
baldly  that  "development  or  revision  of  10  AMPs  and 
construction  of  new  range  improvements  have  improved 
livestock  distribution  causing  a  subsequent  improvement  in 
ecological  vegetation  condition  and  wildlife  habitat." 
RMP,  p.  143.   In  particular,  the  document  does  not 
identify  the  allotments  involved  or  provide  any  data 
showing  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  alleged  improvement 
in  either  ecological  condition  or  wildlife  habitat,  let 
alone  acknowledge  that  the  data  that  have  been  provided 
show  that  conditions  are  either  the  same  today  as  they 
were  almost  ten  years  ago  or  worse. 

The  BLM's  failure  to  provide  supportive  information  and 
other  data  justifying  retention  of  old  decisions  is 
distressing  in  part  because  such  information  should  be 
easily  accessible  —  assuming  it  exists.   Thus,  for 
example,  since  the  old  plans  are  more  than  five  years  old, 
the  District  or  the  Resource  Area  should  have  prepared  at 
least  one  "five  year  report"  in  which  the  validity  of 
their  decisions  was  addressed. 

Moreover,  the  Bureau  should  have  available  extensive 
amounts  of  monitoring  data  that  were  collected  for 
purposes  of  evaluating  the  degree  to  which  the  old 
decisions  in  both  EIS  areas  met  management  objectives.3 


Our  belief  in  the  availability  of  these  data  and  evaluations 
stems  in  part  from  the  fact  that  the  monitoring  program  in  the 
Bishop  Resource  Area  has  been  favorably  reviewed  on  at  least  one 
occasion  in  the  past.   See  Memorandum  dated  October  9,  1987,  to 
District  Manager,  Bakersfied,  from  State  Director,  "Subject: 
Review  of  the  Grazing  Monitoring  Program  of  the  Bakersfield 
District." 
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Indeed,  the  "five  year  clock"  that  current  policy  provides 
for  making  decisions  about  stocking  levels,  expired  in  FY 
1987  for  the.  Benton-Owens  Valley  EIS  area,  and  in  FY  1988 
in  the  Bodie-Coleville  area.'  Accordingly,  the  BLM  should 
have  available  to  it  allotment-specific  evaluations  of  the 
monitoring  data  collected  as  of  those  dates.   It  should 
also  have  made  any  management  changes  necessary  to  remedy 
problems  revealed  by  those  data.   In  addition,  it  may  well 
have  additional  monitoring  data  collected  since  then.   In 
short,  the  Bureau  should  be  able  easily  to  demonstrate 
that  its  previously  arrived  at  management  decisions 
deserve  to  be  retained  —  if  in  fact  they  do.   And,  once 
having  done  that,  it  could  —  and  should  —  develop  and 
examine  alternatives  for  those  decisions  which  need  to  be 
changed . 

Even  assuming  that  the  earlier  decisions  remain  sound,  we 
submit  that  the  BLM  is  obligated  to  provide  more  informa- 
tion about  the  grazing  program  in  the  Bishop  Resource  Area 
than  is  provided  in  Appendix  5.5  Neither  that  Appendix 
nor  any  other  part  of  the  RMP  document  provides  readers 
with  any  real  sense  of  the  progress  the  BLM  has  made  since 
the  earlier  decisions  were  arrived  at. 

Among  the  questions  the  RMP  does  not  provide  answers  to 
are  the  following:   How  many  of  the  AMPs  to  be  developed 
have  actually  been  developed  and  how  many  of  those  have 
been  fully  implemented?  How  many  AMPs  identified  for 
revision  have  actually  been  revised  and  how  many  of  those 
have  been  fully  implemented?  How  many  and  which  range 
improvements  have  been  carried  out?  How  much  of  the 
necessary  range  monitoring  was  in  fact  done  and  what  were 
the  results  of  the  studies?  What  are  the  current 
livestock  carrying  capacities  of  the  allotments  in  the 
resource  area  and  do  current  livestock  numbers  meet  or 
exceed  those  estimates?  In  which  allotments  did  the  BLM 
decide  to  increase  the  initial,  post-EIS  stocking  rates  on 


'  Dates  obtained  from  BLM  documents  on  file  in  NRDC's  San 
Francisco  office. 

5  Appendix  5  provides  information  about  allotment  names  and 
numbers,  AUMs,  Category,  Kind  of  Livestock,  Acres  and  Season  of 
Use. 
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the  basis  of  monitoring  data  gathered  since  the  applicable 
EIS  was  completed?  In  which  allotments  (other  than  tne 
Bramlette  allotment,  RMP,  p.  157),  were  livestock  numbers 
decreased?  What  other  management  changes  were  made  in 
which  allotments?  What  kinds  of  monitoring  has  been  done 
in  these  allotments  and  what  do  the  monitoring  data  show? 

in  short,  readers  of  this  document  are  not  provided  with 
answers  to  either  of  two  critically  important  questions: 
"Has  the  BLM  done  what  it  said  it  would  do?"  and  "What 
have  been  the  results?"  Clearly  many  individuals  and 
organizations  want  this  information  and,  we  submit  that, 
as  owners  of  the  public  lands  in  this  Resource  Area  and  as 
taxpayers,  they  are  entitled  to  receive  it.   Only  by 
providing  this  information  can  the  BLM  justify  retention 
of  past  decisions  as  well  as  satisfy  its  responsibility  to 
account  for  its  management  actions  to  the  public. 

In  addition  to  finding  that  the  RMP/EIS  lacks  necessary 
information,  we  are  extremely  concerned  about  the  approach 
to  grazing  management  the  Resource  Area  is  now  proposing 
to  undertake.   In  fact,  in  our  view,  the  RMP  document 
raises  many  more  questions  about  the  proposed  use  of  DPCs 
than  it  answers. 

For  example,  the  RMP/EIS  provides  no  information  at  all 
about  how  the  DPC  definitions  in  Appendix  1  were 
developed?  Who  drafted  them?  How,  if  at  all,  were 
members  of  the  general  public  involved  in  their 
development?  How  were  the  "key  vegetation  types"  selected 
for  the  DPCs  which  were  defined?  RMP,  p.  29.   Why  have 
only  about  "30%  of  the  Bureau  land  in  the  resource  area" 
had  DPCs  defined?  IsL.  What  criteria  were  used  to  select 
those  lands  and  who  was  involved  in  their  application  to 
the  BLM-administered  lands  in  this  planning  area?  Which 
are  the  allotments  for  which  DPCs  have  been  defined  and 
which  are  the  specific  lands  within  those  allotments  that 
have  DPCs?  What  is  happening  to  the  remainder?  When,  if 
ever,  will  they  get  DPCs?  By  what  method  did  the  BLM 
determine  the  impacts  of  adopting  the  new  DPC  management 
strategy?  Why  does  the  BLM  think  this  approach  will  work 
when  nothing  —  apparently  —  that  has  been  done  in  the 
past  eight  to  nine  years  has  had  any  effect? 
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In  addition  to  having  these  questions  about  the  manner  in 
which  DPC  goals  were  established,  we  also  have  questions 
about  the  results  claimed  for  their  adoption  and,  even 
more  importantly,  the  manner  in  which  they  will  be  carried 
out.   How  were  the  impact  conclusions  arrived  at.   See. 
e-"-»  RMP,  pp.  93  (predicting  measurable  improvement  in 
vegetative  condition  on  8,700  and  30,000  acres 
respectively)?  The  RMP  document  provides  no  hint,  even 
though  numerous  other  EISs  have  provided  the  methodologies 
used  in  making  such  predictions. 

The  RMP  document  also  fails  to  make  clear  how  DPC 
management  is  to  be  achieved.   First,  the  role  of  the  DPC 
definitions  must  be  clarified.   Are  they  mandatory,  like 
vrm  classes  or,  as  seems  more  likely,  can  they  be 
disregarded  on  occasion?   For  the  most  part,  the  document 
seems  to  contemplate  that  the  DPC  goals  will  not  be 
mandatory,  but  only  "considered"  during  decisionmaking. 
See,  e.g, ,  RMP,  p.  269.   On  the  other  hand,  however, 
"discretionary  actions"  do  have  to  "conform."  Id^.,  p.  50. 
However,  no  such  actions  are  identified.   What  are  they 
specifically? 

Second,  the  time  frame  and  the  monitoring  program  both 
need  to  be  clarified.   Now  that  DPCs  have  been  defined, 
what  specific  management  actions  are  needed  to  implement 
them  and  how  long  will  it  take  to  carry  out  these  actions? 

When  are  these  goals  to  be  met?  Or,  to  put  it  another 
way,  how  many  years  does  the  BLM  propose  to  allow  to 
elapse  before  it  decides  whether  changes  are  "necessary" 
to  achieve  these  goals?6  Id.,.,  p.  24.   How  often  will 


On  a  related  matter,  the  RPS  should  explain  why  the  BLM  wishes 
to  allow  utilization  to  exceed  the  recommended  level  of  use  for 
five  years  on  an  allotment-wide  basis,  before  doing  anything 
|  about  it.   Frankly,  the  60%  limit  proposed  is  already  10%  higher 
' han  the  standard  utilization  rule  and  the  damage  that  could 

;cur  to  riparian  and  other  resources  over  a  five  year  period 
uould  be  extreme.   Similarly,  severe  harm  could  come  to 
bitterbrush  if  use  in  excess  of  the  proposed  level  will  be 
w?ifra^ed  tov,    five  Y°ars-   Overutllization  of  riparian  areas  and 
bitterbrush  is  already  a  problem  in  the  Resource  Area;  why  should 
it  be  permitted  to  continue  for  a  single  additional  year,  let 

(continued. . .) 
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areas  with  DPCs  be  monitored?  What  methods  (other  than 
soil  trampling  and  forage  utilization)  will  be  used?  The 
provision  of  such  information  is  required  by  the  planning 
regulations.   43  CFR  S  1601.0-6. 

We  are  also  concerned  about  the  cost  of  the  new  management 
—  and  not  just  because  the  RMP  provides  no  information 
about  implementation  costs  or  what  will  happen  if  the 
needed  funds  are  unavailable.   It  is  obvious  that  DPC 
management  will  be  even  more  labor-intensive  and  expensive 
than  BLM's  current  monitoring  program.   This  fact  adds 
emphasis  to  the  need  for  the  RMP  document  to  provide 
information  about  current  monitoring  efforts.   In 
addition,  even  assuming  current  monitoring  efforts  in  the 
Bishop  Resource  Area  are  adequate,  the  BLM  cannot  rely  on 
that  fact  alone  to  justify  reliance  on  a  new  and  expanded 
monitoring  program.   The  BLM  has  to  demonstrate  that  the 
proposed  program  is  realistic,  given  the  extensive 
evidence  of  inadequate  monitoring  by  BLM  in  California  and 
other  states,7  as  well  as  the  exclusive  reliance  that  is 
being  placed  on  it  to  improve  degraded  conditions.   If  the 
needed  funds  are  not  available,  even  more  damage  than  has 
already  been  caused  by  improperly  managed  livestock  will 
occur . 

Our  final  concerns  about  the  proposed  grazing  management 
practices  involve  riparian  and  water  quality  issues.   It 
appears  that,  in  at  least  one  management  area,  Bridgeport, 
riparian  resources  will  suffer  significant  adverse  impacts 
under  the  Bureau's  preferred  alternative.   Such  impacts 
are  inconsistent  with  the  Bureau's  "Riparian  Area  Manage- 
ment Policy,"  signed  by  the  then-Director  on  January  22, 
1987.   Similarly,  although  the  preferred  alternative  calls 
for  "[y]earlong  protection"  to  be  given  to  aspens, 
meadows,  and  riparian  areas,  RMP,  p.  50,  this  proposal 


6(. . .continued) 
alone  for  five? 


See,  e,qf,  Wald,  Johanna  and  Alberswerth,  David,  Our  Ailina 
PubUc  Ranarelands:  still  Ailing!  —  Condition  Report  1989 
(National  Wildlife  Federation  and  Natural  Resources  Defense 
Council),  pp.  10-12. 
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appears  inconsistent  with  at  least  two  "standard  operating 
procedures,"  numbers  7  and  8.   Since  neither  number  7  nor 
number  8  are  "standard"  in  our  experience,  they  should  be 
abandoned  in  favor  of  providing  protection  to  riparian 
resources  because  of  their  significance. 

As  indicated  above,  the  RMP  reveals  that  livestock  grazing 
is  now  causing  water  quality  problems  (as  it  was  when  the 
previous  EISs  were  published) .   It  suggests  that  at  least 
in  some  instances,  violations  of  applicable  water  quality 
criteria  are  resulting  from  current  practices,  see  RMP,  p. 
129,  yet  no  remedial  actions  appear  to  be  proposed  in  the 
RMP  document.   In  fact,  the  Clean  Water  Act  requires  that 
the  Bureau  modify  or  forego  practices  that  cause 
violations  of  water  quality  standards.   Therefore,  the 
document  should  disclose  whether  in  fact  violations  are 
occurring  and,  wherever  they  are,  propose  changes  in 
grazing  practices  that  will  remedy  those  violations. 

Conclusion 

We  regret  that  these  comments  are  so  negative. 
Nonetheless,  we  are  convinced  that  the  BLM  could  —  and 
should  —  have  done  better.   We  look  forward  to  a  revised 
version  of  the  draft  EMP/EIS  that  will  answer  the 
questions  and  provide  the  information  set  out  above. 
Among  other  benefits,  such  a  document  will  permit  members 
of  the  public  to  determine  whether  or  not  Alternative  3  is 
in  fact  the  most  environmentally  desirable  option 
considered  —  a  determination  which  is  precluded  by  the 
present  document's  severe  deficiencies.   In  short,  a 
revised  document  will  enable  the  public  to  play  the 
meaningful  role  in  public  land  decisionmaking  that  FLPMA 
and  NEPA  contemplate. 

Thank  you  in  advance  for  consideration  of  these  comments. 
If  you  have  any  questions,  please  do  not  hesitate  to 
contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Johanna  H.    Wald 


J 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  51   (Natural  Resources  Defense 
Council) 

51-1)  Public  participation  in  the  development  of  the  draft  was 
extraordinary;  please  refer  to  the  "Overview  of  the  Process"  at  the 
beginning  of  this  chapter.  The  Bishop  Resource  Area  took 
several  extra  steps  in  addition  to  standard  procedures  to  meet 
NEPA  requirements.  One  was  revising  our  planning  criteria, 
based  on  public  and  internal  comments;  distributing  them  to  our 
mailing  list  of  about  650  addresses  in  April  1989;  then,  based  on 
comments  received,  revising  and  distributing  them  again  in  June. 
Another  extra  step  involved  our  pre-DEIS  workshops  to  discuss 
with  the  public  our  tentative  preferred  alternative.  A  number  of 
changes  were  made  based  on  input  received  at  these 
workshops. 

The  draft  RMP/EIS  was  distributed  to  a  mailing  list  of  about  700. 
We  have  considered  comments  from  all  who  came  to  our  office, 
called,  or  wrote.  We  received  a  remarkable  638  comment  letters 
in  response  to  the  draft,  several  of  them  over  40  pages.  Each 
comment  has  been  carefully  read,  and  most  of  the  letters  are 
responded  to  directly  in  this  document.  The  comments  have  led 
to  many  changes  in  the  document  and  the  preferred  alternative. 

Even  the  best  RMP/EISs  are  difficult  to  follow.  We  made  some 
conscious  decisions  about  the  organization  of  the  draft  to 
facilitate  review/understanding  by  lay  readers.  For  example, 
some  readers  have  indicated  they  appreciated  Chapter  4  being 
organized  by  resource  rather  than  by  alternative.  This  change 
may  have  made  it  more  difficult  to  follow  for  planners  and  others 
already  familiar  with  EISs.  Most  commentors  who  expressed  an 
opinion  on  this  felt  the  document  was  of  average  or  slightly 
better  understandability. 

Thank  you  for  pointing  out  some  of  the  deficiencies  in  the 
document.  Many  of  your  points  were  valid.  We  have  responded 
to  each  and  believe  we  have  corrected  them  all  in  the  final.  Due 
largely  to  the  amount  of  public  input  already  obtained,  we  feel 
that  rather  than  reissuing  the  draft,  it  would  be  more  prudent  to 
issue  the  improved  final  and  begin  managing  the  resources. 
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51-2)      See  general  response  for  watershed  withdrawals  (p.5-8). 

51-3)  Page  4,  par.  3,  4,  We  agree  that  the  RMP  should  guide  mining 
and  other  activities  on  Public  Lands.  That  is  our  intent  and  we 
feel  the  RMP  does  this.  However,  we  are  not  attempting  to 
address  every  conceivable  activity  which  might  occur  on  any  one 
area,  but  rather  to  paint  a  picture  of  what  we  want  the  area  to  be 
and  establish  criteria  which  any  potential  project  would  have  to 
meet. 

Page  5,  par.  1-3.  Thank  you  for  your  comment;  it  has  been 
noted. 

Page  5,  Footnote.  We  see  no  distinction  between  existing  claims 
and  claims  filed  after  the  plan  is  finalized.  This  is  clarified  in  the 
final  document.  We  also  clarify  our  intent  to  not  allow  actions 
which  violate  VRM  and  other  prescriptions. 

Page  5,  par.  4;  pg  6,  par.  1 .  We  recognize  that  the  draft  did  not 
contain  mineral  potential,  claim  locations,  and  mineral  production 
information  which  might  have  been  helpful.  This  was  not  a 
requirement  (BLM  manual  1624.33A);  however,  mineral  potential 
and  production  information  is  included  in  the  final. 

We  have  rewritten  the  minerals  portion  of  the  impacts  analysis 
section  of  the  final  to  more  clearly  show  impacts  to  minerals  due 
to  yearlong  protection  areas,  ACECs,  WSAs,  and  VRM 
prescriptions.  Impacts  are  primarily  of  economic  consequence 
to  potential  mineral  development. 

Also  see  the  general  minerals  response  (p.5-13)  which  covers 
some  of  your  concerns. 

Page  6,  par.  2.  The  minerals  section  has  been  rewritten  in  the 
final  to  clarify  this  information. 

Page  6,  par.  3.  The  phrase  "effectively  withdrawn"  was  an 
unfortunate  choice  of  words  and  has  been  removed  from  the 
final  EIS.  Where  we  have  made  decisions  which  eliminate 
mining,  we  are  proposing  withdrawals.  In  other  areas  there  may 


be  some  economic  impacts  to  potential  mineral  development 
due  to  stricter  environmental  guidelines.  It  is  conceivable  that 
these  prescriptions  may  raise  the  cost  of  certain  types  of  mining 
to  the  point  of  making  them  uneconomical  under  current  gold 
prices  and  using  current  technology.  However,  our  intent  in 
these  areas  is  to  protect  certain  resources  values,  not  to 
preclude  mining. 

Page  6,  par.  4;  p. 7,  par.  1 .  There  are  no  known  mineral  activities 
which  would  affect  any  threatened  or  endangered  species  within 
the  Resource  Area.  Responsibility  for  T  &  E  species  is  a  matter 
of  policy  which  is  addressed  under  the  Planning  Guidelines  on 
p.26,  item  14  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  This  is  also  in  the  final. 

Page  7,  par.  2.  Habitats  of  threatened  species  have  not  been 
proposed  for  withdrawal  because  they  are  in  areas  of  low 
mineral  potential.  Some  areas  of  no  surface  occupancy  have 
been  proposed  where  high  potential  for  geothermal  activity 
potentially  conflicts  with  threatened  species  habitat.  Other 
restrictive  guidelines  which  are  being  proposed  were  considered 
adequate  to  protect  resources  from  unnecessary  degradation. 
It  was  not  felt  necessary  to  withdraw  all  areas  from  mineral  entry 
-  see  the  mineral  withdrawal  discussion  in  the  general  minerals 
response. 

Page  7,  par.  3.  VRM  and  other  prescriptions  are  applicable  to 
all  activities,  including  mining,  recreation,  wildlife  enhancement 
projects,  etc.  This  is  more  clearly  stated  in  the  final. 
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Page  7,  par.  4.  Decisions  for  the  Bodie  Mountain  Management 
Area  which  were  on  p.65  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  have  been 
rewritten  to  clarify  the  intent  to  protect  Bodie  and  the  National 
Historic  Landmark.  Any  activity,  mining  or  otherwise,  allowed  in 
the  area  would  be  required  to  meet  certain  standards  to  be 
developed  as  "limits  of  acceptable  change."  The  goal  of  these 
standards  is  to  maintain  the  integrity  of  the  nationally  significant 
historic  values.  These  standards  will  be  developed  after 
completion  of  the  RMP,  in  consultation  with  the  SHPO  and 
interested  publics.  The  statement  Very  limited  management 
activity"  has  been  deleted  in  the  final.  See  general  Bodie 
response  (p.  5-5). 

Page  8,  par.  1.  The  impact  analysis  for  minerals  has  been 
rewritten  and  now  includes  more  detail  on  the  logic  leading  to 
the  conclusions.  We  hope  this  makes  the  analysis  easier  to 
follow. 

Page  8,  par.  2.  The  proposed  30,000  acres  of  withdrawals  in 
Alternative  I  were  primarily  in  the  Alabama  Hills,  an  area  of  low 
mineral  potential.  The  final  decision  contains  3,100  acres.  With 
these  proposed  withdrawals  and  other  environmental 
prescriptions,  Alternative  4  is  more  environmentally  protective 
than  the  existing  situation. 

Our  rationale  for  fewer  withdrawals  than  the  30,000  acres  is  that 
while  withdrawals  may  protect  resources  from  future  claims,  most 
of  our  areas  with  potential  conflict  are  already  under  claim  and 
therefore  subject  to  valid  existing  rights.  We  believe  that  we  can 
be  more  effective  using  management  prescriptions  to  deal  with 
these  potential  problems  from  mineral  development  and  at  the 
same  time  address  other  potential  resource  uses.  The 
withdrawal  proposal  is  more  clearly  explained  in  the  final.  Also 
see  the  general  minerals  response  for  a  discussion  on  potential 
withdrawals. 

Page  8,  par.  3;  p.9,  par.  1,2.  We  believe  that  the  draft  contains 
a  reasonable  range  of  alternatives.  The  figures  in  Alternatives  4 
and  3  were  suggested  as  reasonable  methods  of  protecting 
wildlife,  recreational  and  historic  values.    We  have  no  mineral 


activity  which  is  threatening  any  listed  or  proposed  species 
(state  or  federal).  Other  management  prescriptions  such  as  no 
surface  occupancy  or  seasonal  protection  were  developed  to 
protect  sensitive  resources  from  a  variety  of  potential  activities 
which  might  impact  them. 

51-4)  The  Bishop  Resource  Area  conducted  extensive  rangeland 
monitoring  during  the  period  of  1 983  through  1 988.  In  late  1 984 
to  early  1985  assessment  of  the  data  was  performed  prior  to 
issuance  of  the  proposed  third  year  grazing  preference 
adjustments  for  the  Benton-Owens  Valley  EIS  area.  This  same 
assessment  was  performed  in  late  1 986  for  the  Bodie-Coleville 
EiS  area. 

The  assessments  revealed  that  no  third  year  adjustments  were 
necessary  in  Benton-Owens  Valley  and  no  initial  reductions  were 
necessary  in  Bodie-Coleville.  It  was  decided  that  AUM 
reductions  would  not  be  the  sole  solution  or  most  effective 
means  of  eliminating  over-utilization. 

It  became  readily  apparent  from  the  monitoring  data  that  over- 
utilization  was  not  occurring  on  a  large  percentage  of  acreage 
within  each  allotment  but  was  occurring  at  unacceptable  levels 
in  most  riparian  zones  and  aspen  groves.  Those  conditions  were 
of  greater  management  concern  than  the  condition  of  upland 
rangelands.  Also  the  riparian  zones  and  aspen  stands  respond 
to  change  more  quickly  when  management  changes  are 
implemented. 

The  need  was  to  initiate  changes,  solely  or  in  combination,  in 
grazing  use  patterns,  permittee  management  practices,  and 
permittee  maintenance  of  range  improvement  projects. 
Development  of  new  projects  (principally  water  and  fences), 
control  of  grazing  trespass,  and  intensified  monitoring  on  critical 
areas  were  also  necessary. 
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Concurrent  with  the  decision  on  what  changes  the  Bureau 
needed  to  make  was  the  decision  that  we  would  meet  our  land 
use  objectives  without  further  AUM  reductions.  Consequently 
the  Bishop  Resource  Area  initiated  the  Bodie  Hills  Coordinated 
Resource  Management  Plan  process  to  deal  with  the  more 
critical  resources  and  concerns  on  selected  allotments  in  Bodie- 
Coleville. 

The  following  information  summarizes  the  progress  made  in 
implementing  previous  land  use  plan  decisions  emanating  from 
the  grazing  EISs: 

Benton-Owens  Valley 

Eleven  allotments  received  AUM  increases.  (1,298  AUMs) 

Twenty-five  allotments  received  AUM  decreases.  (1 ,479  AUMs) 

Two  allotments  had  grazing  preference  cancellations.  (582 

AUMs) 

Of  six  AMPs  planned,  one  was  completed. 

Both  planned  AMP  revisions  were  completed  and  are  fully 

implemented. 

Seventeen    of    twenty-nine    planned    water    projects    were 

completed. 

Four  exclosures  were  constructed;  one  exclosure  was  rebuilt. 

Bodie-Coleville 

Five  allotments  had  full  grazing  preference  cancellations.  (588 

AUMs) 

Three  allotments  had  partial  grazing  preference  suspensions. 

(1,307  AUMs) 

No  allotments  received  AUM  increases. 

No  allotments  were  scheduled  to  received  AMP  revisions. 

Of  fourteen  AMPs  planned.seven  were  developed. 

One  of  five  wells  was  completed. 

Four  of  twenty-six  springs  were  developed. 

All  thirteen  reservoirs  were  completed. 

Twelve  of  thirty-eight  miles  of  fence  were  completed. 

Five  of  fourteen  pipelines  were  completed. 

Ten  exclosures  were  constructed,  five  exclosures  were  rebuilt. 


Since  1981  there  has  been  a  6%  decrease  in  AUMs  authorized 
for  grazing  use  through  implementation  of  land  use  plan 
decisions.  A  comparison  of  the  change  in  ecological  condition 
from  1981  to  1991  can  be  found  in  Table  3-1  in  the  final. 

51-5)      Please  refer  to  the  DPC  general  statement  (p.5-10). 

51-6)  We  agree  that  if  riparian  resources  were  to  suffer  significant 
adverse  impacts  under  the  preferred  alternative,  this  would  be 
inconsistent  with  the  Bureau's  riparian  management  policy. 
However,  we  feel  the  RMP  has  been  very  responsive  to  riparian 
concerns  in  the  resource  area. 

In  the  Bridgeport  Management  Area,  a  minimum  of  75%  of  the 
riparian  resource  will  be  managed  to  meet  Desired  Plant 
Community  goals  for  this  important  vegetation  type.  Also, 
significant  portions  of  the  3  major  streams  (Green  Creek,  Dog 
Creek,  and  Virginia  Creek)  in  this  management  area  will  receive 
additional  protection  under  interim  management  guidelines  for 
streams  under  Wild  and  Scenic  River  review  (Appendix  3).  As 
stated  in  Table  2-2,  "riparian-aquatic  habitat  conditions  would 
measurably  improve"  in  this  management  area.  The  statement 
that  "severe  use  of  herbaceous  forage  on  25%  of  riparian"  would 
occur  does  not  negate  the  anticipated  improvement  to  75%  of 
the  riparian  resource  in  this  area. 

Standard  Operating  Procedures  (SOPs)  #7  and  8  (under 
Grazing  Management  Practices,  draft  RMP)  were  intended  to  be 
complimentary  to  yearlong  protection  of  these  resources.  SOP 
#7  was  intended  to  provide  an  option  for  corridor  fencing  in 
situations  where  other  management  was  not  providing  the 
desired  response  in  riparian  habitat  condition.  Since  the  Bureau 
already  has  this  option,  #7  was  removed  in  the  final  RMP.  SOP 
#8  was  intended  to  provide  direction  to  remove  existing  livestock 
watering  facilities  from  riparian  zones.  This  is  clarified  in  the 
final.  In  addition,  livestock  watering  facilities  will  normally  not  be 
placed  within  1/4  mile  of  riparian  areas  as  per  SOP  #1.  We  feel 
these  SOPs  support  our  effort  to  improve  riparian  habitat 
conditions  in  the  resource  area. 
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Although  streams  in  areas  regularly  grazed  by  livestock  have 
higher  levels  of  bacteria,  nutrients  and  sediment,  none  of  these 
streams  are  used  for  domestic  purposes.  The  Regional  Water 
Quality  Control  Board  has  not  designated  domestic  use  as  a 
beneficial  use  for  these  streams.  If  it  had,  primary  drinking  water 
standards,  which  are  federally  enforced  by  EPA,  would  apply. 
There  is  a  difference  between  water  quality  standards  and 
criteria:  A  water  quality  criterion  is  a  concentration  of  a 
constituent  that,  when  not  exceeded,  will  protect  an  organism, 
organism  community,  or  a  designated  use  with  an  adequate 
degree  of  safety.  Criteria  are  not  federally  enforceable  and  are 
used  as  guidelines.  As  noted  on  p.129  of  the  draft,  sediment  is 
the  most  pervasive  form  of  pollution  in  these  streams;  measures 
for  improving  riparian  conditions  (DPCs,  etc.)  will  decrease 
sediment.  Therefore,  these  streams  do  not  violate  water  quality 
standards  under  the  Clean  Water  Act. 


T.    H.  PDLSTONE,  INC. 

Farming  and  cattle  Ranching 

P.O.  Box  34 

Smith,  Nevada   89  4  30 

(702)  465-2341 


January  17,  1991 


Michael  Ferguson 
Area  Manager  U.S.D.A. 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
787  N  Main  Street,  Suite  r 
Bishop,  California   93514 


Dear  Mr.  Ferguson, 

This  letter  responds  to  the  draft  Bishop  Resource  Management 
Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement: 

I .    INTRODUCTION 

F.  M.  Fulstone,  inc.  ("FMF  Tnc")  has  been  a  permittee  since 
1930  in  tho  Bodie  Hills  MansqcBe.nt  Area.   This  range  is  a 
critical  part  of  FMF  Inc.'s  cattle  operation.   Over  the  past 
sixty  years,  FMF  Tnc.  has  established  a  cow-calf  herd  which  is 
maintained  by  a  complementary  use  of  winter  and  summer  ranges. 
The  present  balance  in  FMF  Inc.'s  cattle  operation  by  this 
complementary  use  of  winter  and  summer  ranges,  long  developed 
over  the  many  years,  is  the  cornerstone  of  FMF  Inc.'s  operation. 
FMF  inc.'s  use  of  winter  and  summer  ranges  depends  primarily  on 
its  permits  for  grazing  on  public  lands. 

The  preferred  alternative  set  forth  in  the  Bishop  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  ("Plan  and 
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EIS"),  which  would  apply  to  the  Bodie  Hills  Management  Area, 
offers  no  benefit  to  FMF  Inc.'s  operation.   The  proposed  Desired 
Plant  Communities  ("DPC")  and  the  changes  in  the  percentages  of 
usable  forage  would  in  effect  reduce  FMF  Inc.'s  AUMs  on  the  Bodie 
Hills  and  Potato  Peak  allotments  by  approximately  600  head  of 
cattle,  representing  fifty  percent  of  FMF  Inc. 's  cow  herd.   By 
restructuring  periods  of  use  and  forcing  a  change  from  cattle  to 
sheep,  the  present  balance  between  FMF  Inc. '3  winter  and  summer 
ranges  would  be  destroyed. 

Impairment  of  the  cattle  operation  of  FMF  Inc.,  and  other 
cattle  ranchers  affected  by  the  Plan,  impacts  not  only  these 
ranchers  but  impacts  the  welfare  of  our  nation  and  the  local 
community  of  Mono  County.   The  cattle  operation  of  FMF  Inc.  and 
other  cattle  ranchers  affected  by  the  Plan  produce  food  for  this 
nation.   Range  permits  support  the  first  critical  stage  of  beef 
production :  cows  and  calves.   Impairment  of  this  stage  of  the 
cattle  industry  will  affect  the  cost  of  beef.   Those  who  will 
ultimately  bear  the  impact  of  the  increased  cost  of  food  will  be 
the.  poorest  and  neediest. 

Use  of  the  public  ranges  by  cattle  ranchers  is  an  economic 
benefit  to  Mono  County,  supporting  the  payment  of  unsecured 
property  taxes  to  tho  county. 

FMF  Inc.  lias  been  committed  to  working  through  the 
Comprehensive  Range  Management  Plan  Process  (CRMP)  to  improve  the 
condition  of  the  range.   Once  the  wilderness  study  area 
moratorium  was  imposed  in  1980,  FMF  Inc.  could  not  complete 
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projects  implementing  good  range  management  practices  such  as 
developing  watering  holes,  building  cross  fences  and  enhancing 
range  conditions  with  controlled  burns.   If  it  were  not  for  the 
wildlife  study  area  moratorium,  FMF  Inc.'s  ranges  would  be 
further  developed  in  line  with  the  proposed  range  management 
policy  agreed  upon  several  years  ago. 

The  preferred  alternative  number  4  is  not  fair  to  the 
livestock  permittee.   None  of  the  concerns  and  suggestions  that 
were  presented  by  FMF  Inc. ,  or  other  cattle  ranchers,  at  the 
planning  hearings  were  incorporated  into  the  preferred 
alternative  number  4.   In  fact,  only  recommendations  that  will  be 
detrimental  to  the  livestock  industry  and  detrimental  to 
consumers  of  livestock  commodities  have  been  incorporated  into 
the  preferred  alternative  number  4.   The  recreationalists  at  the 
hearings  expressly  stated  that  they  did  not  object  to  the 
presence  of  livestock  on  the  ranges.   Many  recreationalists  enjoy 
seeing  livestock  and  experiencing  a  part  of  America's  cultural 
heritage. 

It  is  imperative  that  the  Plan  and  EIS  be  revised  to 
consider  the  alternative  of  complementing  reasonable  goals  for 
enhanced  wildlife  and  recreation  with  good  range  management 
practices  for  livestock.   Congress  mandates  that  the  public  lands 
be  managed  on  the  basis  of  the  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield. 
This  means  management  of  the  public  lands  and  their  various 
resource  values  no  that  they  are  utilized  in  the  combination  that 
will  best  meet  the  present  and  future  needs  of  the  American 
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people.       By  creating  impractical  and  nonviable  goals  for  cattle 
qrazing  in  the  Bodie  Hills  Management  Area,  the  BLM  is,  in 
effect,  eliminating  cattle  grazing.   If  alternative  4  is  adopted 
as  proposed,  the  multiple  use  concept  will  be  violated. 
II.   OBJECTIONS 

A. ■   Inadequacy  of  EIS.   The  EIS  is  inadequate  because  it  is 
inaccurate  in  its  factual  presumptions  and  analysis,  incomplete 
and  conclusory  in  detail,  and  unreasonable  in  its  factual 
conclusions,  and  it  fails  to  be  objective.   The  Plan  and  EIS, 
like  the  hearings  conducted  by  the  BLM,  is  biased  against  the 
livestock  ranchers.   It  fails  to  give  rational  consideration  to 
the  interests  of  the  livestock  ranchers.   As  a  result,  the  Plan 
does  not  give  the  ultimate  decision  maker  an  opportunity  to  weigh 
properly  and  fairly  the  effects  of  the  Plan.   The  livestock 
industry  is  a  significant  user  of  the  range.   Its  interests  are 
protected  under  the  multiple  U3e  concept  established  by  Congress. 
Because  of  the  effect  of  alternative  number  4  on  the  livestock 
industry,  tho  Plan  and  EIS  fail  to  promote  the  purpose  of  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  of  encouraging 
productive  and  enjoyable  harmony  between  man  and  his  environment 


and  stimulating  the  health  and  welfare  of  man. 

The  Plan  identifies  the  key  issues  as  recreation,  wildlife, 
minerals,  and  land  ownership  and  authorizations.   While  the  land 
ownership  and  authorization  category  includes  "special  use  leases 
and  permits,"  the  Cumulative  Impact  Summary  set  forth  in  Table  S- 
]  and  Comparative  Impacts  of  Alternatives  set  forth  in  Table  2-2 
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provide  no  analysis  of  the  Impact  of  the  four  alternative  plans 
on  the  I ivestock  industry.   The  Plan  deliberately  avoids 
appropriate  analysis  of  the  impact  of  the  Plan  on  the  livestock 
industry,  the  impact  of  the  Plan  on  the  production  of  food  and 
the  environmental  impact  of  removing  livestock  from  the  range. 
What  will  be  the  livestock  reductions  in  preferred  alternative  4? 
what  are  the  impacts,  economically  and  socially  and 
environmentally,  on  this  loss  of  food  production?   These  impacts 
should  be  addressed  in  your  Plan  and  EIS. 

Cattle  have  been  a  part  of  the  range  for  over  a  century  and 
are  a  part  of  the  ecosystem.   Among  the  environmental  impacts  of 
preferred  alternative  number  4  that  have  not  been  considered  are 
the  following:  (1)  increased  fire  risk,  (2)  non-development  of 
water  resources  that  benefit  flora  and  fauna,  (3)  loss  of 
aesthetic  value  to  recreationalists  and  (4)  the  symbiotic 
relationship  of  cattle  and  wildlife,  such  as  the  sage  grouse, 
why  haven't  these  impacts  been  identified  and  considered  in  your 
Plan  and  Els? 

B-    Factual  inaccuracies^   The  Plan's  representations 
regarding  (1)  the  conditions  necessary  for  healthy  riparian 
areas,  aquatic  streams,  and  watershed,  (2)  the  conditions 
necessary  for  wildlife  habitats  and  the  migration  of  wildlife, 
and  (3)  the  conditions  of  aspen  groves  and  meadows  are 
inaccurate.   A  more  detailed  discussion  of  such  condition  are  set 
forth  in  the  report  submitted  by  Resource  Concepts.   Such  report 
is  incorporated  by  reference  into  this  document. 
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C .    Failure  to  include  management  of  livestock  grazing  in 
the  management  theme  of  the  RMP  alternative  4.   The  preferred 


alternative  number  4  fails  to  make  any  reference  to  management  of 

livestock  grazing.   (pages  63  and  64) .   With  over  a  century  of 

livestock  use  and  significant  improvements  in  range  management 

practices  in  recent  years  within  in  the  Bodie  Hills  Management 

Area,  it  is  arbitrary  and  unfair  not  to  recognize  the  management 

of  livestock  grazing  as  a  management  theme  in  the  preferred 

alternative.   Exclusion  of  livestock  is  arbitrary  since  good 

livestock  management  is  compatible  with  wildlife  and  recreational 

goals.   How  do  you  reach  your  conclusion  that  livestock  grazing 

is  not  compatible  with  wildlife  and  recreational  goals?   In 

addition,  please  explain  your  reasoning  in  the  Plan  and  BIS. 

Under  the  analysis  on  the  impact  on  livestock  grazing  (pages 

200-202) ,  the  Plan  states: 

With  an  emphasis  on  development  of  dispersed  recreation 
opportunities,  more  of  the  recreating  public  will  be 
exposed  to  livestock  grazing.   It  is  expected  that 
recreational  users  will  exert  more  pressure  for 
elimination  of  livestock  grazing  where  grazing 
conflicts  with  recreational  values. 

This  presumption  by  the  BLM  fails  to  accurately  represent  the 

comments  and  concerns  expressed  at  the  two  hearings  that  I 

attended.   At  the  hearings  that  1  attended,  recreationalists 

stood  up  and  told  the  BLM  representatives  that  they  had  no 

roblems  with  livestock  on  the  ranges  and  that  they  in  fact 

enjoyed  seeing  the  livestock.   Frequently,  tourists  and 

recreationalists  stop  and  take  pictures  when  they  see  cattle 

drives  and  cowboys  at  work.   If  there  are  conflicts,  the  Plan 
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fails  to  specify  what  the  conflicts  are  and  how  these  conflicts 
outweigh  the  value  to  recreationalists  of  experiencing  a  piece  of 
America's  cultural  heritage. 

D.    Desired  Plant  Communities.   Preferred  alternative 
number  4  would  establish  DPC  goals  that  are  unreasonable  and 
based  on  erroneous  factual  data.   The  impact  of  the  proposed  DPC 
would  significantly  reduce  the  habitat  for  livestock  in  the  Bodie 
Hills  Management  Area.   The  combined  effects  of  the  proposed  DPC 
would  restrict  all  livestock  grazing,  thereby  eliminating  any 
qrazing  of  cattle  on  the  Bodie  Hills  Management  Area. 

The  DPC  goal  for  ground  cover  is  a  proposed  increase  to  60% 
from  the  estimated  present  goal  of  20%-30%.   This  increase  is 
unrealistic.   It  cannot  be  supported  by  the  natural  condition  of 
the  land  and  weather  patterns.   This  proposed  increase  in  the 
goal  for  ground  cover  is  arbitrary  and  unsupported  by  any 
credible  factual  data.   We  understand  this  criteria  has  been 
eliminated.   If  in  fact  this  criteria  has  not  been  eliminated 
from  the  Plan,  then  the  data  relied  on  by  the  BLM  for  its 
conclusion  that  an  increase  in  ground  cover  is  desirable  and 
possible  should  be  included  in  the  Plan  and  EIS  and  we  would  like 
to  be  provided  with  that  data. 

The  proposed  DPC  goals  on  wet  meadows  to  improve  habitat  for 
mule  deer,  black  bear  and  small  mammals  and  birds,  and  to  reduce 
erosion  is  unreasonable.   The  proposed  DPC  goals  would  in -effect 
restrict  livestock  on  the  meadows  within  two  miles  of  the  sage 
grouse  leks.   These  meadows  are  the  main  source  of  drinking  water. 
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and  a  main  source  of  forage  on  the  cattle  allotment.   This 
restriction  is  unreasonable  because  the  cattle  do  not  disturb  the 
sage  grouse  unless  driven  as  a  herd  through  the  leks.   In  fact, 
cattie  grazing  benefits  the  sage  grouse  habitats  because  the 
cattle  eat  down  the  coarse  older  grass  to  make  way  for  tender 
sprouts  of  new  grass.   The  sage  grouse  eat  the  tender  new  grass 
and  do  not  eat  the  coarse  older  grass.   The  BLM  erroneously 
presumes  that  livestock  grazing  and  wildlife  are  constantly  in 
conflict.    In  addition,  what  is  your  scientific  data  supporting 
the  need  for  a  2  mile  radius  surrounding  leks  for  the  protection 
of  sage  grouse?  The  area  of  protection  should  not  be  determined 
by  the  Plan  but  should  be  determined  at  the  CHMP  process  level. 
what  is  your  reason  for  addressing  the  area  of  protection  in  the 
Plan  instead  of  at  .the  CRMP  process  level? 

The  proposed  DPC  goals  for  springs  and  associated  wetlands 
are  unreasonable.   The  Plan  proposes  that  at  least  4  inches  of 
residual  herbaceous  plant  height  remain  at  the  end  of  the  growing 
season  or  at  the  time  of  livestock  turnoff,  whichever  is  later. 
In  many  instances  the  vegetation  will  barely  reach  4  inches  even 
with  no  utilization  by  livestock  or  wildlife.   This  DPC  goal 
would  in  effect  preclude  cattle  from  grazing  on  the  wetlands. 
What  is  your  scientific  data  for  requiring  4  inches  of  plant 
height?   Please  include  this  data  in  the  Plan  and  EIS. 

The  proposed  DPC  goals  for  riparian  areas  is  unreasonable. 
The  Plan  proposes  that  a  minimum  of  70%  of  the  stream  should  be 
shaded  by  vegetation  and  that  at  least  6  inches  of  residual 
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herbaceous  plant  height  must  remain  at  the  end  of  the  growing 
wa5on  or  at  the  time  livestock  is  turned  off,  whichever  is 
later.   This  DPC  goal  would  be  an  unrealistic  goal  for  the 
natural  conditions,  with  or  without  livestock  grazing.   The  EIS 
is  inadequate  because  it  fails  to  include  livestock  as  an 
indicator  species.   Why  hasn't  livestock  been  included  as  an 
indicator  species? 

E .    stabilization  and  restoration  of  selected  stream 
channels.   The  plan  fails  to  consider  or  evaluate  the 
environmental,  legal  and  economic  impacts  that  the  proposed 
improvements  would  have  on  the  Walker  River  Irrigation  District 
and  downstream  water  users.   Historically,  the  streams  in  this 

rea  have  had  a  very  limited  ability  to  support  a  fish 
population.   The  Plan  and  EIS  fail  to  set  forth  and  consider  with 
sufficient  detail  the  impacts  on  the  livestock  industry  or  the 
practicality  of  implementing  the  proposed  improvements  to  the 
quality  of  aquatic  habitats. 

The  increase  in  "base  flow  and  channel  water  storage 
capacity"  could  alter  the  historic  and  natural  capacity  of  the 
streams  to  the  detriment  of  downstream  water  users.   How  would 
you  increase  the  base  flow?   How  would  you  channel  water  storage 
capacity?  What  are  the  environmental  and  economic  impacts  of 
these  actions? 

The  creation  of  an  aquatic  environment  to  support  fish  and 

invertebrate  species  which  does  not  already  presently  exist 
threatens  to  impair  the  interests  of  downstream  water  rights 
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users  and  the  downstream  environment.   What  would  be  the 
environmental  impacts  on  the  downstream  species  and  tha  economic 
impacts  on  downstream  water  right  users?   Please  identify  and 
consider  this  in  the  Plan  and  EIS. 

The  Plan  falls  to  assess  the  impact  on  the  livestock 
industry  of  the  goal  of  reducing  summer  water  temperatures  in 
streams.   Reducing  water  temperatures  requires  planting  of  trees 
and  willows  along  the  stream  beds  restricting  access  by  cattle 
ind  other  animals.   The  Plan  has  failed  to  consider  the  enormous 
:?winqs  between  wet  and  dry  years.   What  are  the  impacts  on  the 
livestock  and  other  animals?   Please  identify  and  consider  these 
impacts  in  the  Plan  and  EIS. 

Maintaining  water  quality  good  enough  for  human  use  in  all 
streams  mentioned  is  incompatible  with  livestock  grazing  and 
enhancement  of  wildlife.   It  is  also  simply  unrealistic.   Have 
you  considered  the  impact  on  livestock  and  wildlife  in  the  Plan 
and  EIS.   Please  identify  and  consider  these  impacts  in  the  Plan 
and  EIS. 

F.    visual  Resource  Management.   The  VRM  classifications 
are  improperly  subjective.   The  preferred  alternative  4  requires 
VRM  II  for  travel  routes.   This  classification  would  inhibit  the 
ability  to  have  a  productive  range  management  plan.   As  written, 
VRM  II  and  VRM  III  will  eliminate  potential  for  future  burn 

reas,  water  development,  fencing,  salting,  and  adequate 
maintenance  of  livestock  or  private  development  on  private  lands. 
This  would  create  an  economic  hardship  in  private  landowners. 
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The  Bodie  Road  is  already  paved  with  reflectors.   PenceB 
have  been  visible  for  years  from  this  road  and  give  an  historical 
nostalgia  to  visitors  that  is  harmonious  with  their  trip  to 
Bodie.   The  addition  of  a  low  visibility  fence  for  livestock 
management,  serving  to  prevent  cattle  from  roaming  on  to  the 
road,  does  not  detract  from  the  landscape.   The  subjectivity  of 
the  VRM  classifications  would  enable  the  BLM  to  be  arbitrary  in 
restricting  productive  range  management  of  livestock.   Also, 
livestock  is  a  part  of  the  visual  heritage  of  this  area. 

G.    Hew  roads  and  trails  for  recreation.   The  plan  proposes 
to  develop  mountain  bike,  foot  and  horse  trails  and  4WD  routes 
for  recreational  purposes.   These  activities  should  be 
coordinated  through  the  CRM  process  because  policy  changes  can 
adversely  affect  wildlife  habitat  and  livestock  grazing.   Fencing 
selected  primitive  camping  areas  from  livestock  is  unnecessary 
and  frivolous.   The  recreationalists  expressly  stated  at  the 
hearings  that  they  did  not  object  to  the  presence  of  cattle  in 
the  ranger..   Also,  fencing  off  small  areas  is  fatal  to  calves  who 
become  trapped  in  the  fenced  off  areas.   Furthermore,  it  creates 
a  less  than  natural  environment.   What  facts  support  your 
conclusion  that  fencing  selected  primitive  areas  from  livestock 
is  necessary? 

H .    Changing  allotments  from  cattle  to  sheep  grazing.   The 
change  of  livestock  permits  from  cattle  to  sheep  would  impact  FMF 
Inc.  by  reducing  its  herd  by  50%.   The  change  would  not  improve 
the  management  of  the  range.   The  impact  on  the  environment  as  a 
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result  of  this  change  from  cattle  to  sheep  is  not  adequately  oat 
forth  in  sufficient  detail.   What  is  your  factual  basis  for  this 
change?   Please  explain  the  impact  on  the  environment  of  suah  a 
change  in  the  Plan  and  EIS. 

!•   Acquisition  of  more  federal  lands.   The  acquisition  of 
5,725  acres  of  private  land  under  preferred  alternative  4  is 
excessive  in  light  of  the  127,649  acres  in  the  Bodie  Hills 
already  owned  by  the  federal  government.   A  majority  of  the  land 
proposed  for  acquisition  is  water  righted  and  the  best  land  in 
the  area,  including  riparian  areas,  aspen  groves  and  natural 
springs,   once  acquired  the  rest  of  the  private  property  would  bs 
without  value.   In  addition,  it  will  reduce  the  tax  base  in  Mono 
County.   Alternatively,  the  proposal  to  dispose  of  62  acres  of 
BUI  land  for  residential  expansion  would  benefit  the  local 
community  and  enable  productive  use  of  such  property. 
COHCLUSION 

FMF  Inc.  encourages  you  to  thoroughly  analyze  its  concerns 
and  suggestions  along  with  those  of  Resource  Concepts  to  modify 
your  preferred  alternate  4,  in  order  that  livestock  grazing  will 
not  be  severely  impacted  in  the  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan. 
FMF  inc.  strongly  supports  the  multiple  use  of  our  public  lands. 
FMF  Inc. 's  choice  is  to  use  alternative  1  and  to  work  through  the 
CRM  process  for  the  continued  improvement  and  management  of  th« 
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ranges.   Thank  you  for  considering  our  concerns  and  comments.   We 
look  forward  to  hearing  from  you  regarding  your  responses  to  our 
questions  and  concerns. 

Sincerely, 


F.  M.  FOLSTONE,  INC. 

Richard  N.  Fulstone,  President 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  52  (Richard  Fulstone,  P.M.  Fulstone 
Inc.) 

52-1,2,3,4)  The  definitions  of  various  Desired  Plant  Communities  (DPCs) 
describe  the  composition  and  structural  arrangement  of 
particular  vegetation  within  a  vegetation  community.  These 
are  objectives  we  seek  for  more  optimal  conditions.  Although 
they  may  directly  be  of  greater  benefit  to  wildlife,  livestock 
may  also  benefit  from  these  improved  conditions. 

The  DPC  objectives  were  not  determined  on  the  basis  of  forage 
production  (i.e.  AUMs);  therefore,  we  do  not  anticipate  changes 
in  percentages  of  useable  forage  (loss  of  AUMs)  as  necessary 
to  achieve  a  DPC  objective.  Reducing  AUMs  would  not,  in  and 
of  itself,  accomplish  the  objective.  A  redistribution  of  livestock 
grazing  would  be  a  more  likely  approach.  Development  of  water 
resources  would  be  a  key  to  implementing  redistribution. 
Specific  considerations  and  decisions  would  need  to  occur  on 
an  allotment  and  site-specific  basis  after  completion  of  the  RMP. 

DPCs  will  also  add  to  the  aesthetic  value  for  recreationists  and 
greatly  enhance  the  existing  relationship  between  cattle  and 
wildlife.  We  currently  have  and  continue  to  expect  multiple  use 
in  areas  where  DPCs  apply.  Multiple  use  will  not  be  eliminated. 

DPCs  will  not  increase  the  risk  of  fire.  The  decision  on  full  fire 
suppression  has  been  changed  in  the  final  RMP. 

The  decision  regarding  conversion  from  cattle  to  sheep  use  has 
been  removed  from  the  final  RMP. 

52-5)  The  "conditions'  (your  word)  described  as  management  goals  in 
the  RMP  for  various  plant  and  animal  species  were  developed 
using  information  derived  from  literature  sources  which  discuss 
physical  characteristics  representative  of  habitat  (e.g.  riparian)  in 
good  condition,  our  personal  knowledge  and  experience  with 
observing  the  changes  possible  in  vegetation  structure  (as  an 
example)  when  management  is  changed  from  standard 
practices,  and  the  large  body  of  physical  data  obtained  from 
various  field  studies  in  this  resource  area  over  the  past  14  years. 


52-6)      Please  see  the  "Grazing"  general  response  (p. 5-1 1). 

A  number  of  decisions  which  would  impact  livestock  grazing 
have  been  changed  in  the  final  RMP.  The  decision  to  encourage 
conversion  from  cattle  to  sheep  use  has  been  removed  and  the 
decisions  excluding  livestock  from  some  allotments  have  been 
changed.  Please  see  Chapter  2. 

Because  of  changes  in  the  Preferred  Alternative  4  decisions,  the 
impacts  to  livestock  grazing  have  also  been  changed.  Please 
see  the  "grazing"  section  of  Chapter  4. 

52-7)  We  have  evaluated  the  impact  analysis  and  modified  it 
accordingly.  See  Chapter  4  of  the  final  RMP  for  more 
information. 

52-8)      Please  refer  to  the  DPC  general  statement  (p.5-10). 

52-9)  The  decision  to  have  60%  ground  cover  on  upland  rangelands 
has  been  eliminated  from  all  management  areas  in  the  final. 

52-1 0)  The  desired  plant  community  goals  for  springs  and  associated 
wetlands,  i.e.  wet  meadows  (p.  242,  draft  RMP)  are  within  the 
productive  capabilities  for  this  vegetation  type  in  the  eastern 
Sierra.  Proper  use  of  livestock  can  assist  in  accomplishing  these 
goals. 

Management  of  sage  grouse  habitat  on  Bureau  administered 
land  is  based  on  habitat  requirements  presented  in  the  BLM 
manual  and  other  relevant  information.  Standard  Bureau 
guidelines  for  sage  grouse  habitat  management  result  from  a 
large  body  of  scientific  evidence  developed  over  several 
decades  of  investigation.  The  CRMP  process  is  used  to  facilitate 
the  practical  means  by  which  sage  grouse  habitat  is  managed 
to  meet  the  guidelines. 
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52-11)  Please  see  the  first  paragraph  of  response  52-1 0.  We  do  not 
believe  livestock  will  be  precluded  from  grazing  wet  meadows  as 
a  result  of  the  DPC  goal  for  vegetation  condition  at  springs  and 
associated  wetlands.  Requiring  4  inches  of  residual  plant  height 
on  these  sites  is  within  their  productive  capability  when  utilized 
by  livestock. 

52-12)  The  DPC  goal  for  riparian  vegetation  is  within  the  productive 
capability  for  this  vegetation  type  in  the  eastern  Sierra  region. 

There  is  no  basis  by  which  the  Bureau  recognizes  livestock  as 
an  indicator  species. 

52-13)  Specific  projects  required  to  stabilize  and  restore  the  identified 
streams  are  not  proposed  in  the  RMP.  The  RMP  only  provides 
direction  and  overall  goals  for  the  implementation  of  restoration 
efforts.  The  environmental,  economic,  legal,  and  other  impacts 
of  any  proposed  restoration  project  will  be  evaluated  in  a  site- 
specific  environmental  analysis. 

The  Bodie  Hills  have  the  most  degraded  stream  system  in  the 
entire  resource  area.  In  many  cases,  these  streams  and  riparian 
areas  have  lost  their  natural  ability  to  control  erosion  and  provide 
a  dependable  source  of  water  and  forage  resources. 
Restoration  efforts  are  intended  to  restore  the  historic  and 
natural  capacities  of  these  systems  for  the  benefit  of  upstream 
and  downstream  users  alike. 

The  benefits  to  wildlife,  livestock,  fish,  and  people  as  the  result 
of  improved  stream  conditions  are  well  documented  (see  the 
work  of  Dr.  Bill  Platts,  Wayne  Elmore,  and  numerous  others). 
Increases  in  base  flow  (the  amount  and  time  period  water  is  in 
the  stream)  commonly  result  from  restoring  streambank  stability 
and  the  natural  ability  of  streambanks  to  store  and  release  water 
(channel  storage  capacity).  The  most  effective  way  to  restore 
streambank  stability  and  water  storage  capacity  is  through 
increasing  vegetative  cover.  Vegetation  also  serves  as  a  filter 
that  removes  sediment  and  other  forms  of  pollution  from  the 
water  column,  and  provides  forage  and  cover  for  wildlife  and 
livestock.   The  end  result  is  a  cleaner,  more  dependable  water 


supply  for  livestock,  wildlife,  and  downstream  agricultural  and 
domestic  uses. 

Improving  streambank  stability  and  vegetative  cover  also 
contributes  to  the  stream's  ability  to  support  fish  and  invertebrate 
species.  Streams  in  the  Bodie  Hills  have  historically,  and  do 
currently  support  small  but  viable  fish  and  endemic  invertebrate 
populations  (BLM  and  CA  Dept.  Fish  and  Game  records). 
Restoration  efforts  will  improve  existing  aquatic  habitats,  not 
create  new  habitats.  The  reference  to  "creation  of  an  aquatic 
environment  to  support  fish  and  aquatic  invertebrates*  in  the 
draft  RMP  is  clarified  in  the  final.  Proposed  improvements  are 
not  a  threat  to  downstream  water  users  or  species  and  will  result 
in  no  economic  impacts  to  downstream  users. 

Though  vegetation  is  a  key  element  in  controlling  instream  water 
temperatures,  reduced  water  temperatures  result  from  a 
combination  of  abundant  vegetative  cover,  deep  narrow 
channels  with  undercut  banks,  and  stable  flows.  Dense 
vegetation  may  restrict  livestock  access  to  water  in  some  cases, 
however,  the  increased  reliability  of  water  sources  will  outweigh 
any  water  lost  to  limited  access.  Due  to  improved  water  table 
functions,  restored  streams  should  provide  dependable  water 
sources  even  under  drought  conditions. 

The  feasibility  and  impact  of  maintaining  water  quality  good 
enough  for  human  use  in  all  streams  mentioned  was  addressed 
in  the  draft.  This  goal  is  not  included  in  the  preferred  alternative. 
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52-14)  Visual  resource  management  (VRM)  classes  were  assigned  to 
maintain  or  improve  the  viewsheds  in  the  Bodie  Hills.  VRM 
applies  management  standards  to  all  types  of  land  uses  in 
addition  to  range  activities.  Most  range  improvements  are 
allowed  in  VRM  II  or  III  areas  but  costs  may  increase  slightly  near 
travel  corridors  to  relocate  the  project  or  reduce  potential 
contrasts.  On  the  other  hand,  costs  may  be  less  outside  the 
travel  corridor  since  the  project  would  be  located  in  a  less 
restrictive  VRM  class  and  not  be  seen.  In  the  final  RMP,  VRM 
policy  has  been  modified  to  incorporate  some  flexibility  for 
projects  outside  key  observation  points.  See  Chapter  1, 
Standard  Operating  Procedures  of  the  final  RMP  for  more 
information. 

52-15)  The  purpose  of  the  Coordinated  Resource  Management  (CRM) 
process  is  to  address  the  implementation  of  land  use  planning 
prescriptions.  The  Bureau  provides  resource  management 
objectives  and  overall  land  use  direction,  while  the  CRM  process 
identifies  specific  implementation  methodologies,  locations,  etc. 
to  meet  the  resource  management  objective.  Some  proposals 
were  made  in  the  draft  RMP  to  enhance  recreation  opportunities 
in  the  Bodie  Hills,  and  the  EIS  addresses  impacts  of  the 
proposals.  The  proposals  should  actually  be  considered  in  site 
specific  activity  plans  in  coordination  with  the  CRM  process.  We 
have  deleted  the  trail/route  connectors  from  the  support  needs 
section  of  the  final  RMP. 

At  this  time,  we  concur  with  your  comments  regarding  the 
fencing  of  primitive  camp  areas  and  have  deleted  it  from  the 
RMP. 

52-16)    See  response  52-1 . 

52-17)    See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals  (p.5-9). 
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Jan.   16,   1991 


To;      Mike  Ferguson,  BLM  Area  Manager 
Bishop     Resource  Area 

From:      Cal  Herron,      Geologist 

Quest  Geological  Consultants 
1419  Rocking  W  Dr. 
Bishop,   CA.     9351^ 
(619)   872-2300 


Dear  -Sir, 

I  reviewed  the  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact 
Statement,  and  I  wish  to  make  several  comments. 

With  regard  to  the  Bodie  Hills  MA,  on  page  199  of  your  Preferred 
.'  Iternative  you  state: 

"Mining  will  be  limited  in  the  Bodie  Bowl  in  order  to  preserve 
the  'Ghost  Town'  feel  of  Bodie.   These  restrictions  will  make 
50??  of  the  deposit  uneconomic  to  develop.  This  will  represent 
an  increase  of  $1  billion  to  Mono  County's  tax  base  and  create 
over  250  jobs  compared  with  the  $2  billion  and  500  jobs 
generated  under  Alternatives  1  and  2." 
In  other  words,  your  Prefered  Alternative  will  cost  Mono  County  $1  billion 
and  250  jobs  by  prohibiting  mine  development  on  BLM  land  located  adjacent 
to  private  land  which  can  be  developed,  even  though  the  private  land  is  closer 
to  the  Bodie  Historical  Site.   On  page  202  you  say: 

"Mining  activities  outside  of  and  adjacent  to  Bodie  would 
have  minor  negative  impacts  upon  historic  structures,  and  a 
severe  negative  impact  upon  the  historic  landscape  and  setting." 
You  very  easily  dismiss  $1  billion  and  250  local  jobs  in  favor  of  a  very 
abstract  "feeling".   In  actuality,  the  landscape  of  the  Bodie  State  Park 
will  not  be  impacted,  and  the  term  "setting"  is  used  very  loosely.  Your 
reasons  for  eliminating  $1  billion  and  250  jobs  from  the  local  economy  are 
totally  inadequate  and  irresponsible!   As  a  local  resident  and  tax  payer,  I 
expect  a  more  objective  and  better  defined  evaluation  of  the  Bodie  Bowl  issue, 
particularly  as  it  relates  to  the  local  economy.   I  want  to  see  facts  and 
figures  --  not  "feeling". 

In  general,  I  think  your  plan  goes  too  far  in  restricting  potential 
developments  of  natural  resources  via  the  expansion  of  VRM  (Visual  Resource 
Management)  I  and  II  land  classifications.  Your  intent  is  to  discourage 
developments  other  than  those  relating  to  recreational  activities.  You 
clearly  express  your  intent  on  page  23  in  the  Minerals  section: 

"A  decision  needs  to  be  made  as  to  how  these  conflicts  (i.e. 
between  mineral  resources  and  wildlife  and  visual  resources) 
can  be  resolved  including  whether  there  are  areas  of  high 
mineral  production  where  future  mineral  development  should 
be  limited." 
Obviously,  you  see  the  need  to  resolve  conflicts  between  mineral  resources 
and  other  resources  (particularly  visual  resources)  by  eliminating  the 
possiblity  of  mineral  resource  development.  This  is  a  very  short-sighted 
and  biased  viewpoint.   I  see  this  strong  bias  reflected  in  your  management 
plan.   Areas  possessing  mineral  potential  are  protected  from  future  mineral 
development  by  ACEC  (Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern)  and  VRM  I  and  II 
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designations.  The  ACEC  and  VRM  classifications  are  subjective  in  nature  and 
were  evidently  influenced  by  your  personal  prejudice  against  development  of 
Public  Lands.  This  does  not  constitute  responsible  land  management,  nor  does 
it  conform  with  BLM  General  Policy  (page  25)  of  "Management  ...  on  the  basis 
of  multiple  use" .   I  therefore  find  your  Pref  ered  Alternatives  to  be 
unacceptable,  and  I  wish  to  see  a  more  balanced  "multiple  use"  philosophy 
integrated  into  the  final  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental 
Impact  Statement . 


Sincerely, 


(U  s~ 


Cal  Herron 

Quest  Geological  Consultants 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  53  (Cal  Herron,  Quest  Geological 
Consultants) 

53-1)  We  consider  the  Bodie  National  Historic  Landmark  to  be  one  of 
the  most  valuable  resources  within  the  Bishop  Resource  Area. 
It  is  our  intent  to  protect  that  resource.  We  are  proposing 
environmental  guidelines  to  do  so.  If  a  project  is  proposed 
which  can  be  developed  within  those  guidelines,  it  would  be 
permitted. 

The  dollar  figures  which  you  have  quoted  were  developed  prior 
to  completion  of  our  GIS  analysis.  This  section  of  the  document 
has  been  rewritten  to  reflect  the  completed  analysis. 

53-2)  See  response  37-1.  The  VRM  policy  has  been  modified  in 
chapter  1  of  the  final  RMP  to  provide  more  flexibility  for  visual 
contrasts  outside  key  observation  points.  The  impact  analysis 
in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  RMP  has  been  reevaluated  and  modified 
to  improve  the  minerals  impact  narratives.  Your  opposition  to 
Alternative  4  is  noted. 
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ATTORNEYS  AT  LAW 

345  CALIFORNIA  STREET 
SAN  FRANCISCO.  CA  94104-2675 

TELEPHONE  (415)  677-7000 

TELEFACSIMILE  (415)  677-7522 

TELEX  34-0154  MRSN  FOERS  SFO 


January  14,  1991 


Michael  Ferguson 

Area  Manager 

787  N.  Main  St.,  Suite  P 

Bishop,  California   93514 


NEW  YORK 
WASHINGTON.  D.C. 
LONDON 
HONG  KONG 
TOKVO 


DIRECT  DIAL  NUMBER 

(415)  677-7206 


Re:   Draft  Bishop  Resource  Management 
Plan  and  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  


Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

We  represen 
Association  (CSPRA) 
Historic  Park  from  n 
will  comment  separat 
federal  protection  o 
Historic  Landmark  at 
legal  sufficiency  of 
Statement  (DEIS)  for 
Accordingly,  the  fol 
behalf. 


t  the  California  State  Park  Rangers 
in  its  efforts  to  protect  Bodie  State 
earby  mining  development.   CSPRA,  which 
ely  on  the  policy  reasons  for  strong 
f  the  State  Historic  Park  and  National 
Bodie,  has  asked  us  to  comment  on  the 
the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
the  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP). 
lowing  comments  are  submitted  on  CSPRA 's 


CSPRA  supports  certain  aspects  of  the  BLM's  choice 
of  a  Preferred  Alternative.   In  particular,  it  supports  the 
designation  of  the  Bodie  Bowl  as  an  Area  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern  (ACEC),  although  it  prefers  the 
creation  of  the  larger  Bodie  Mountain/Potato  Peak  ACEC 
considered  under  Alternative  3.   As  cSPRA's  attorneys,  we 
are  pleased  that  the  Plan  explicitly  recognizes  and  affirms 
the  BLM's  duty,  under  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management 
Act,  to  protect  the  ACEC  and  the  National  Historic  Landmark 
at  Bodie. 

We  are  disturbed,  however,  by  certain  aspects  of 
the  RMP  and  the  DEIS.   First,  the  DEIS  is  so  confusing, 
inconsistent  and  incoherent  that  it  precludes  meaningful 
analysis  of  the  Plan's  effect  on  Bodie.   Second,  although 
Alternative  3  includes  withdrawal  of  the  Bodie  Bowl  from 
mineral  entry,  the  DEIS  does  not  even  attempt  to  address  the 
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effect  of  withdrawal  in  a  meaningful  way.   Third,  the  DEIS 
does  not  consider  the  alternative  that  CSPRA  supports, 
namely  the  withdrawal  of  the  Bodie  Bowl  from  the  operation 
of  the  Mining  Law,  and  the  determination  of  the  validity  of 
existing  claims  there,  in  addition  to  the  protections 
contained  in  the  BLM's  Preferred  Alternative,  an  omission 
that  appears  to  stem  from  a  misunderstanding  of  the  legal 
effect  of  withdrawal.   Fourth,  the  discussion  of  the  impacts 
on  Mono  County's  tax  base  and  job  availability  is  utterly 
unsupported  and  insufficient  on  its  face. 

We  submit  that  it  would  be  an  abuse  of  discretion 
for  the  BLM  to  base  its  decisionmaking  on  a  fundamental 
misunderstanding  of  the  applicable  law.   Further,  it  would 
be  a  clear  violation  of  the  NEPA  Guidelines  to  prepare  a 
Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  prior  to  the  issuance 
of  a  DEIS  that  permits  meaningful  analysis  of  the  issues. 
Accordingly,  we  urge  the  BLM  to  prepare  a  revised  DEIS  that 
corrects  the  deficiencies  in  the  present  DEIS  by  properly 
analyzing  the  available  alternatives  and  their  impacts  on 
Bodie. 

Facial  Inadequacy  of  the  DEIS 

The  DEIS  is  inadequate  on  its  face,  as  it  fails  to 
notify  and  inform  the  public  of  the  nature  and  consequences 
of  its  decision  not  to  withdraw  the  land  in  the  Bodie  Bowl. 
It  acknowledges  that  protection  of  Bodie  State  Historic  Park 
"is  of  national  concern"  (p.  22),  that  a  significant  public 
controversy  has  arisen  over  the  future  of  Bodie  (p.  66),  and 
that  the  RMP  may,  to  a  great  extent,  determine  the  outcome 
of  that  controversy  (e.g.  pp.  96-97).   Nevertheless,  its 
references  to  Bodie  are  scattered  throughout  a  lengthy 
document  that  addresses  numerous  issues  and  vast  amounts  of 
land.   Those  references,  even  when  located  and  read 
together,  address  the  Bodie  issue  only  in  the  most  skeletal 
and  summary  fashion.   Further,  as  described  in  the  next 
section  of  these  Comments,  even  the  skeletal  comments  in  the 
Plan  are  inconsistent  and  incoherent. 

This  document  not  only  completely  fails  to 
adequately  analyze  the  BLM's  alternatives  with  respect  to 
Bodie,  it  does  not  even  adequately  notify  the  public  that 
the  future  of  Bodie  is  at  stake.   This  document  does  not 
come  close  to  satisfying  NEPA's  requirement  that  it  foster 
"both  informed  decision-making  and  informed  public 
participation."   State  of  California  v.  Block.  690  F.2d  753 
(1982).  ~~ 


5-133 


5<H 


54-2 


Morrison  &  Foerster 


Michael  Ferguson 
January  14,  1991 
Page  Three 


The  NEPA  Guidelines  promulgated  by  the  Council  on 
Environmental  Quality  require  that  "If  a  draft  statement  is 
so  inadequate  as  to  preclude  meaningful  analysis,  the  agency 
shall  prepare  and  circulate  a  revised  draft  of  the 
appropriate  portion."   40  C.F.R.  1502.9(a).   Accordingly, 
the  BLM  must  revise  the  DEIS  to  include  a  meaningful 
discussion  of  the  BLM's  proposals  with  respect  to  the 
controversial  issue  of  mining  in  and  around  the  Bodie  Bowl. 

We  submit  that  the  BLM  should  prepare  a  separate 
DEIS  on  the  Bodie  issue  as  a  part  of  its  DEIS  for  the  RMP, 
under  the  "tiering"  provision  of  the  NEPA  Guidelines,  40 
C.F.R.  §  1508.28(a).   A  separate  DEIS  would  be  appropriate 
because  the  future  of  Bodie  is  a  matter  of  nationwide 
concern,  the  decision  not  to  withdraw  the  land  around  Bodie 
from  mineral  entry  may  ultimately  be  determinative  of 
Bodie 's  future,  and  this  DEIS  represents  the  first 
opportunity  for  the  concerned  public  to  comment  on  the 
questions  (i)  whether  the  federal  land  around  Bodie  should 
be  subject  to  a  land-disposal  law,  and  (ii)  how  mining 
should  be  regulated  at  Bodie. 

Incoherence  of  the  DEIS 

The  DEIS  is  also  deficient,  in  its  consideration  of 
the  effects  of  the  RMP  on  Bodie,  because  it  is  internally 
inconsistent  and  incoherent.   For  example,  in  Table  2-2, 
"Impacts  of  Alternatives  by  Management  Area,"  at  page  99, 
the  DEIS  states  that  under  Alternative  3  "45%  of  the 
locatable  minerals  (including  the  Galactic-Bodie 
deposit)  .  .  .  will  be  effectively  withdrawn  from 
development  due  to  environmental  restrictions,"  while  under 
the  Preferred  Alternative  "25%  of  the  locatable  .  .  . 
minerals  will  be  effectively  withdrawn  due  to  environmental 
restrictions."   On  pages  96-97,  the  DEIS  predicts  that  under 
the  Preferred  Alternative,  as  under  Alternative  1,  there 
will  be  "some  severe  localized  degradation  from  mineral 
exploration/development  in  the  Bodie  Bowl  and  at  Potato 
Peak.   Long  term  loss  of  visitation  expected  in  the  Bowl  and 
in  outlying  areas." 

By  contrast,  in  the  "Impact  on  Mining"  discussion, 
at  pages  198-199,  the  DEIS  states  that  under  the  Preferred 
Alternative,  "Mining  will  be  limited  in  Bodie  Bowl  in  order 
to  preserve  the  'Ghost  Town'  feel  of  Bodie.   These 
restrictions  will  make  50%  of  the  deposit  uneconomic  to 
develop."   This  description  closely  resembles  the 
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description  provided  for  Alternative  3,  "Mining  will  not 
occur  in  the  Bodie  Bowl  except  on  claims  with  valid  existing 
rights  and  on  private  land.   Only  50%  of  the  Galactic-Bodie 
deposit  could  be  developed,"  and  contrasts  sharply  with  the 
description  of  Alternative  1,  under  which  "Minerals 
development  would  degrade  visual  resources  in  the  Bodie 
Bowl .   This  unique  and  intact  Historic  Landmark  would  be 
severely  degraded  by  an  open  pit  mine." 

The  foregoing  statements  simply  cannot  be 
reconciled.   A  careful  study  of  the  scattered  references  to 
Bodie  in  the  DEIS  suggests  that  the  description  of  the 
impact  on  Bodie  contained  in  the  "Impact  Table"  might  have 
been  the  result  of  a  drafting  error,  as  most  of  those 
references  suggest  that  under  the  Preferred  Alternative 
Bodie  will  receive  a  higher  degree  of  protection.   However, 
the  description  of  the  impact  of  the  Preferred  Alternative 
in  the  "Impact  on  Mining"  section  also  appears  to  be  an 
error  of  some  kind.   The  various  references  to  Bodie  do  not 
suggest,  and,  as  explained  in  the  next  section  of  these 
Comments,  logically  cannot  suggest  that  regulations  to  be 
imposed  under  the  Preferred  Alternative  will  have  precisely 
the  same  effect  as  withdrawal. 

Again,  the  DEIS  is  facially  deficient  and  must  be 
revised.   Informed  public  comment  on  a  document  that  is 
fundamentally  inconsistent  and  incoherent  is  obviously 
impossible. 

The  Description  of  Alternatives  is  Apparently  Based  on  a 
Serious  Misunderstanding  of  the  Applicable  Law 


The  DEIS  as  written  seems  to  be  premised  on  the 
view  that  withdrawal  of  the  Bodie  Bowl  from  the  operation  of 
the  mining  law  is  an  alternative  course  of  action  to  the 
strict  regulation  of  mining  operations  established  on  claims 
made  under  the  mining  law  in  the  Bodie  Bowl.   Specifically, 
the  description  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  on  pages  64-66 
states  that  the  BLM  will  "Prohibit  activities  which  affect 
the  National  Landmark  adversely  .  .  .  using  standards  and 
guidelines  to  determine  when  unnecessary  and  undue 
degradation  occurs."   The  description  of  Alternative  3  on 
pages  63-64  states  that  under  that  alternative  the  BLM  would 
"Propose  a  locatable  mineral  withdrawal  for  the  Bodie  Bowl," 
but  does  not  contain  the  language  concerning  the  prohibition 
on  activities  affecting  the  National  Landmark  adversely. 
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Withdrawal  and  regulation  are  distinct  issues.   The 
decision  to  withdraw  or  not  withdraw  land  from  mineral  entry 
is  a  decision  about  the  disposal  of  property  rights,  i.e. 
whether  it  is  appropriate,  in  light  of  the  competing  public 
values  involved,  for  the  federal  government  to  give  away 
additional  free  property  rights  in  a  particular  piece  of 
land.   Valid  claims,  on  which  a  sufficiently  valuable 
mineral  deposit  has  been  discovered,  are  not  destroyed  by 
withdrawal.   However,  withdrawal  does  destroy  claims  that 
are  invalid  because  the  mineral  deposits  they  contain  are 
insufficiently  valuable  to  justify  mining,  even  if  those 
deposits  might  someday  become  more  valuable  through,  for 
example,  changes  in  minerals  prices  or  technology.   In  these 
circumstances,  the  federal  government  retains  the  rights  the 
claimant  hoped  eventually  to  obtain  through  his  claim. 

Regulation,  as  distinct  from  withdrawal,  means  that 
the  BLM  will  impose  conditions  on  mining  operations  to 
protect  competing  values.   For  purposes  of  regulation,  it 
makes  no  difference  whether  the  land  is  withdrawn;  the 
Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  requires  the  BLM  to 
prevent  unnecessary  and  undue  degradation  on  all  federal 
land,  regardless  of  whether  the  land  has  been  withdrawn  from 
mineral  entry.   43  U.S.C.  §  1732(b). 

It  would  be  a  clear  abuse  of  discretion  for  the  BLM 
to  base  its  decisionmaking  on  a  misunderstanding  of  the 
applicable  law.   The  DEIS  suggests  that  this  is  what  has 
occurred.   The  BLM  must  reconsider  its  alternatives,  giving 
serious  consideration  to  the  effect  of  withdrawal  as  well  as 
regulation.   To  comply  with  NEPA,  it  must  prepare  a  revised 
DEIS  that  adequately  and  accurately  describes  the 
alternatives  and  their  environmental  effects. 

The  Treatment  of  Economic  Issues  in  the  DEIS  is  Inadequate 
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The  figures  in  the  DEIS  appear  to  us  to  be  wildly 
inflated,  but  it  is  impossible  to  provide  meaningful 
commentary  or  analysis  on  these  figures  without  more 
information  on  how  they  were  derived.   An  adequate 
discussion  of  the  impact  of  mining  at  Bodie  on  Mono  County's 
tax  base  and  job  availability  would  require,  at  the  very 
least,  a  description  of  what  is  presently  known  about  the 
deposit,  the  methods  of  mining  and  processing  expected  to  be 
used,  the  regulations  that  would  be  imposed,  and  an 
exposition  of  how  those  facts  support  projected  tax  base  and 
job  impacts. 

We  question  whether  it  is  appropriate  even  to 
attempt  to  quantify  the  specific  economic  consequences  of  a 
mine  at  Bodie  at  this  stage,  as  the  validity  of  the  claims 
in  the  area  has  not  yet  been  determined,  the  regulations 
that  would  apply  to  such  a  mine  have  not  yet  been  drafted, 
and  no  specific  mining  proposal  has  been  submitted  to  the' 
BLM.   If,  however,  the  BLM  determines  that  specific  economic 
impacts  should  be  considered  at  this  stage,  it  cannot 
confine  itself  to  the  potential  positive  economic  impacts  of 
the  mine,  but  must  consider  the  potential  negative  impacts 
as  well,  including  (i)  the  economic  consequences  of  the 
environmental  impacts  on  Bodie,  in  view  of  its  importance  to 
the  local  economy  as  a  tourism  resource,  (ii)  the  extent  to 
which  a  mine  would  rely  on  transient  labor,  and  the 
socioeconomic  effects  that  the  influx  of  such  workers  would 
have  on  the  community,  and  (iii)  the  economic  effects  of  the 
inevitable  termination  of  mining,  i.e.  the  long-term  effects 
of  a  "boom  and  bust"  industry  on  a  small  community. 

Conclusion 


The  DEIS  is  deficient  on  its  face  for  failing  to 
provide  a  meaningful  discussion  of  the  RMP's  effect  on 
Bodie.   It  is  internally  inconsistent  and  incoherent.   It 
fails  to  explain  the  effect  of  withdrawal,  apparently 
because  its  drafters  failed  to  understand  the  concept  of 
withdrawal.   It  fails  to  consider  the  reasonable  alternative 
supported  by  CSPRA  and  the  many  people  who  desire  maximum 
protection  for  Bodie,  namely  withdrawal  plus  strict 
regulation.   The  only  specific  information  that  the  DEIS 
provides  about  the  impacts  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  — 
the  figures  concerning  the  effects  on  Mono  County's  tax  base 
and  jobs  —  is  completely  unsupported,  and  fails  even  to 
acknowledge  the  existence  of  countervailing  economic 
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considerations.   For  all  of  the  foregoing  reasons,  the  DEIS 
is  so  deficient  as  to  preclude  meaningful  analysis,  and  must 
be  revised. 

In  light  of  the  extent  of  public  concern  about 
Bodie,  it  would  be  appropriate  for  the  BLM  to  prepare  a 
separate  DEIS  that  focuses  solely  on  the  issue  of  resource 
management  in  the  Bodie  area.   It  would  also  be  appropriate, 
in  light  of  the  degree  of  public  concern  about  the  matter, 
for  the  BLM  to  effect  an  emergency  withdrawal  of  the  Bodie 
Bowl  from  mineral  entry  pending  the  completion  of  the  RMP 
process,  as  such  a  withdrawal  would  protect  the  public's 
rights  without  prejudicing  the  rights  of  any  present  holders 
of  valid  claims. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 


erely  yours, 


E59492 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  54  (Morrison  &  Foerster) 

54-1)  The  final  RMP  includes  a  mineral  withdrawal  within  the  Bodie 
Bowl.  See  Chapter  2  (p.2-22)  and  the  general  response  for 
Bodie  (p.5-5). 

We  have  received  a  few  comments  that  parts  of  the  draft 
RMP/EIS  are  difficult  to  understand;  please  see  response  51-1, 
paragraphs  3  and  4.  These  parts  have  been  rewritten  to  make 
the  final  more  easily  understood.  Primarily,  the  minerals 
■impacts"  section  in  Chapter  4  has  been  rewritten  to  clarify 
several  areas. 

There  is  currently  an  EIR/EA  being  prepared  with  public  input  for 
proposed  exploratory  work  on  public  and  private  lands  within  the 
Bodie  Bowf;  If  a  proposal  for  mining  at  Bodie  is  received,  a 
NEPA  document  would  address  that  proposal.  Decisions  in  the 
RMP  have  been  designed  to  protect  the  National  Historic 
Landmark  by  developing  guidelines  and  criteria  which  any 
proposed  project  must  follow.  These  would  protect  the  area 
from  any  inappropriate  development,  including  wildlife,  recreation 
or  mineral  projects. 

See  general  Bodie  response  (p.5-5). 

54-2)  Several  items  in  Table  2-2  were  not  properly  carried  forward  from 
Chapter  4.  These  inconsistencies  in  the  draft  have  been 
corrected  in  the  final. 

The  minerals  impacts  section  has  been  rewritten  in  the  final. 

The  text  referred  to  on  pp.96-97  was  not  brought  forward 
correctly  from  Chapter  4.  It  has  been  corrected  in  the  final  to 
reflect  the  fact  that  the  "limits  of  acceptable  change"  will  provide 
protection  to  the  historic  values  within  the  Landmark. 
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54-3)  The  RMP  is  written  with  the  view  that  a  mineral  withdrawal  is  a 
potential  management  tool.  There  is  indeed  a  difference 
between  Alternative  3  and  Alternative  4. 

We  agree  with  your  discussion  of  the  difference  between 
withdrawals  and  regulation  as  imposing  conditions.  The 
alternatives  have  been  developed  using  both  withdrawals  and 
regulation  as  you  describe  them. 

54-4)  The  estimate  of  economic  benefit  to  the  local  economy  from 
mining  in  the  Bodie  Bowl  was  based  on  the  following 
assumptions: 

The  Bodie  Mining  District  has  historically  produced  $2  billion  in 
gold  (at  $350.00/oz).  It  was  assumed  that  this  represents  50% 
of  the  total  recoverable  gold  in-place.  If  only  25%  of  this  mass 
were  mined,  it  would  represent  about  $500,000,000  in  gold. 
Assuming  it  would  cost  $250,000,000  to  produce  this  gold,  there 
would  be  a  flow  of  this  amount  into  the  local  economy.  The 
multiplication  effect  of  cash  flow  through  Mono  County  was 
assumed  to  be  8.  Therefore  the  benefit  to  the  local  economy,  if 
all  deposits  were  mined,  was  assumed  to  be  about  $2  billion. 

This  analysis  has  been  removed  from  the  final  RMP.  These 
impacts  would  be  more  appropriately  addressed  in  an  EIS, 
should  we  receive  a  proposal  for  mineral  development  at  Bodie. 

54-5)  Following  completion  of  the  RMP,  an  AC  EC  plan  will  be 
developed  for  the  Bodie  Bowl.  This  process  will  include  public 
participation.  A  separate  EIS  will  be  prepared  for  Bodie  if  we 
receive  a  proposal  for  mineral  development. 


Parcel,  Mauro,  Hultin  &  Spaanstra,  P.G. 


ELIZA  FINKENSTAEDT  HILLHOU5E 


ATTORNEYS  AT  LAW 

SUITE  3600 

IOOI  CALIFORNIA  STREET 

DENVCR   COLORADO  B0202 

TELEPHONE  13031  S9Z  eAOO 

TELECOPIER  13031  293  30*0 


January  17,  1991 


Mr.  Michael  Ferguson 

Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Bishop  Resource  Area 

Bakersfield  District 

787  North  Main  Street,  Suite  P 

Bishop,  California  93514 


Re: 


Comments    to    Draft    Bishop    Resource    Management    Plan    and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 


Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

Enclosed  is  the  original  hard  copy  of  the  comments  of  Bodie  Consolidated 
Mining  Company,  Inc.  relating  to  the  Draft  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  that  was  submitted  by  facsimile  to  you  today. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  the  issues  raised  in  the  letter  directed  to 
you  on  behalf  of  Bodie  Consolidated  Mining  Company,  Inc. 

Sincerely  yours, 

PARCEL,  MAURO,  HULTIN 
&  SPAANSTRA  P.C. 

Eliza  F.  Hillhouse 

ATTORNEYS  FOR  BODIE 
CONSOLIDATED  MINING 
COMPANY,  INC. 

EFH/dmt 
Enclosure 
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DEAN   R.  MASSEY 


ATTORNEYS  AT  LAW 

SUITE  3600 

IBOi  CALtrOfNIA  STREET 

DENVER.  COLORADO  BO202 

TELEPHONE  (3031  292  6400 

TELECOPIER  13031  295-30*0 


January  17,  1991 


VIA  FACSIMILE  (303)  872-2894 

Mr.  Michael  Ferguson 

Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

787  N.  Main  Street 

Suite  P 

Bishop,  California  93514 


Re:  Comments  of  Bodie  Consolidated  Mining  Company,  Inc.  Relating  to 
the  Draft  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental 
Impact  Statement _ 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

The  following  comments  are  submitted  on  behalf  of  the  Bodie  Consolidated  Mining 
Company,  Inc.  ("BCMC)  pursuant  to  43  C.F.R.  Subpart  1610  (1989)  concerning  the  Draft 
Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  dated  September 
1990  ("DRMP/EIS").  BCMC  controls  certain  unpatented  and  patented  mining  claims  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  Town  of  Bodie,  California.  Such  mining  claims  are  included  within  the  area 
covered  by  the  DRMP/EIS.  BCMC,  therefore,  possesses  valid  existing  rights  which  may  be 
affected  adversely  by  implementation  of  the  preferred  alternative  and  management  policies 
contained  in  the  DRMP/EIS.  This  letter  sets  forth  BCMCs  objections  to  the  DRMP/EIS, 
summarizes  the  legal  basis  for  such  objections,  and  gives  the  page  number(s)  of  the  DRMP/ 
EIS  where  such  issue  is  discussed.  The  comments  which  follow  include  site-specific  issues 
as  well  as  objections  to  general  policies,  themes,  and  approaches  which  were  used  in  the 
preparation  of  the  DRMP/EIS  as  a  whole.  In  those  cases  where  a  comment  registers  an 
objection  to  a  general  policy,  theme  or  approach,  it  is  intended  to  apply  throughout  the 
DRMP/EIS  document. 
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I.         INTRODUCTION 

In  general,  BCMC  believes  that  the  DRMP/EIS  does  not  strike  the  appropriate 
balance  between  natural  resource  development  and  preservation.  Rather,  the  DRMP/EIS, 
and  in  particular  Alternative  4:  Preferred  Alternative  (the  "Preferred  Alternative"),  imposes 
unwarranted  restrictions  on  natural  resource  development  on  federal  lands.  Therefore,  the 
DRMP/EIS  is  inconsistent  with  the  policies,  principles  and  regulations  set  forth  in  the 
federal  law  authorizing  the  BLM  to  manage  the  public  lands  based  upon  the  objectives  of 
multiple  use  and  sustained  yield.  See.  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976, 
43  U.S.C.  §§  1701  ei  sea,.  ("FlPMA").  The  DRMP/EIS  fails  to  recognize  and  protect  the 
property  rights  of  BCMC  and  others  held  under  the  Mining  Law  of  1872,  30  U.S.C.  §§  21 
el  sea,.,  and  does  not  reflect  state  and  local  land  use  laws  and  regulations.  The  DRMP/EIS 
also  is  flawed  as  a  land  use  planning  tool  because  in  establishing  the  management  theme 
for  federal  land  in  the  Bodie  area  it  ignores  the  fact  that  exploration  and  mining  will  occur 
on  adjacent  privately  owned  mining  claims.  For  the  DRMP/EIS  to  succeed  as  a  land  use 
planning  guide,  it  must  provide  for  multiple  land  uses  on  the  federal  lands  while  recognizing 
the  land  uses  and  rights  associated  with  privately  held  parcels  in  the  immediate  vicinity. 
Specifically,  the  DRMP/EIS  must  recognize  the  mineral  potential  of  the  Bodie  area  and 
provide  for  mineral  development  on  BCMCs  patented  and  unpatented  mining  claims  in  its 
management  of  surrounding  federal  lands.  Such  mineral  development  is  a  right  that  is 
guaranteed  by  federal  law.  Moreover,  such  mineral  use  is  temporary  and  compatible  with 
numerous  other  reasonable  land  uses. 

By  adding  another  cycle  to  the  long  history  of  mineral  development  in  the  Bodie 
area,  BCMC  believes  that  future  mining  activities  could  be  conducted  in  a  manner  which 
will  enhance  the  cultural  and  historic  experience  in  the  area.  Further,  it  is  well  documented 
that  mineral  development  will  have  a  very  positive  affect  on  the  local  and  regional  economy 
both  in  terms  of  providing  overall  growth  and  additional  diversity  to  the  economic  base. 
Overwhelming  local  support  exists  in  favor  of  mineral  development  and  BCMC  expects  that 
such  development  would  result  in  an  increase  to  the  local  tax  basis,  provide  additional 
jobs  -  both  in  the  mine  and  as  a  result  of  BCMCs  activities  in  the  area,  and  other  social 
and  economic  improvements  which  follow  from  an  industry  conducting  its  operation  in  a 
particular  area.  Additionally,  the  products  which  result  from  potential  mineral  development 
will  contribute  to  the  national  interest  in  providing  additional  domestic  sources  of  valuable 
minerals.  Assuring  multiple  use  in  the  area  around  Bodie  is  a  course  of  action  that  not  only 
is  required  legally,  but  practical  and  reasonable  as  well. 
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As  is  recognized  in  the  DRMP/EIS  on  pages  25  and  26,  the  general  policy  of 
FLPMA,  states  that "  '[m]anagement  will  be  on  the  basis  of  multiple-use,'  "  and  that  the 
"  '[p]ublic  land  will  be  managed  in  a  manner  which  recognizes  the  Nation's  need  for 
domestic  sources  of  minerals  ...  from  the  public  lands  including  implementation  of  the 
Mining  and  Minerals  Policy  Act  of  1970,  as  it  pertains  to  the  public  lands.'  "  In  providing 
for  the  implementation  of  such  multiple  use  objectives,  FLPMA  states  that: 

[N]o  provision  of  this  section  or  any  other  section  of  this  Act 
shall  in  any  way  amend  the  Mining  Law  of  1872  or  impair  the 
rights  of  any  locators  or  claims  under  that  Act,  including,  but 
not  limited  to,  rights  of  ingress  and  egress. 

43  U.S.C.  §  1732(b).  Consistent  with  this  FLPMA  provision  are  numerous  judicial  decisions 
holding  that  rights  created  under  the  Mining  Law  of  1872,  including  rights  to  patented  and 
unpatented  mining  claims,  are  vested  property  rights  "in  the  fullest  sense  of  that  term,"  not 
mere  licenses.  See,  ££,,  Wilbur  v.  United  States  ex  rel.  Krushnic.  280  U.S.  306  (1929);  Ickes 
v.  Virginia-Colorado  Development  Corp..  295  U.S.  639  (1935);  United  States  v.  Etcheverrv. 
230  F.2d  193  (10th  Cir.  1956). 


Congress  directed  the  BLM  to  manage  the  public  lands  in  a  coordinated  and 
harmonious  manner,  without  permanently  impairing  the  productivity  of  the  lands.  43  C.F.R. 
§  1601.0-5  (1989).  Overall,  the  DRMP/EIS  is  biased  against  mineral  development  and,  in 
particular,  would  impose  management  policies  which  functionally  would  prevent  mineral 
development  activities  on  the  public  lands  in  the  vicinity  of  Bodie  (See.  £4J„  ACEC 
designation  at  p.  65;  VRM  I  restrictions  at  pp.  65  and  99;  cultural  resource  restrictions  at 
p.  66).  As  such,  the  DRMP/EIS  is  contrary  to  Congressional  directives  because  it  would 
impact  permanently  and  adversely  the  productivity  of  the  lands  and  adversely  affect  the  need 
to  provide  the  country  with  a  domestic  supply  of  valuable  minerals. 

In  addition  to  its  failure  to  comply  with  the  terms  and  regulations  of  FLPMA  and  the 
Mining  Law  of  1872,  the  DRMP/EIS  ignores  the  regulations  concerning  the  development 
of  resource  management  lands  set  forth  in  43  C.F.R.  Subparts  1601  and  1610  (1989).  For 
example,  43  C.F.R.  §  1610.1  provides  that  in  preparing  a  specific  land  use  management  plan, 
the  BLM  must  consider  the  guidance  developed  for  such  planning.  Such  guidance  includes 
analysis  requirements,  planning  procedures,  and  other  written  information  and  instructions 
required  to  be  considered  in  the  planning  process.  As  described  herein,  the  BLM  has 
ignored  such  requirements,  procedures,  and  instructions  in  its  preparation  of  the  DRMP/ 
EIS.  The  BLM  planning  regulations  also  require  that  the  public  be  "provided  opportunities 
to  meaningfully  participate  in  and  comment  on  the  preparation  of  the  plans[.]"  43  C.F.R. 
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I  §  1610.2.  As  indicated  in  these  comments  in  more  detail  below,  the  DRMP/EIS  does  not 
I  provide  such  opportunities. 

Consistent  with  its  failure  to  comply  with  the  BLM  requirements  that  the  public  be 
given  an  opportunity  to  participate  in  and  comment  on  the  preparation  of  land  use  plans  in 
a  meaningful  way,  the  DRMP/EIS  also  violates  the  requirements  of  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969, 42  U.S.C.  §§  4321,  el  seg.  ("NEPA"),  and  the  regulations 
promulgated  pursuant  thereto.  NEPA  regulations  require  that  the  "environmental 
information  [must  be]  available  to  public  officials  and  citizens  before  decisions  are  made 
and  before  actions  are  taken.  The  information  must  be  of  high  quality.  Accurate  scientific 
analysis,  expert  agency  comments,  and  public  scrutiny  are  essential  to  implementing  NEPA." 
40  C.F.R.  §  1500.1(b)  (1990).  NEPA  regulations  also  require  that  the  environmental  impact 
statement,  a  draft  of  which  is  included  in  the  DRMP/EIS,  "shall  provide  full  and  fair 
discussion  of  significant  environmental  impacts  and  shall  inform  decision-makers  and  the 
public  of  the  reasonable  alternatives  which  would  avoid  or  rninimize  adverse  impacts  or 
enhance  the  quality  of  the  human  environment.  .  .  .  Statements  shall  be  concise,  clear,  and 
to  the  point,  and  shall  be  supported  by  evidence  that  the  agency  has  made  the  necessary 
environmental  analyses."  43  C.F.R.  §  1502.1.  The  DRMP/EIS  is  generally  vague  and  fails 
to  provide  the  required  discussion,  analysis,  or  evidentiary  support  required  by  these  NEPA 
regulations.  See.  43  C.F.R.  §§  1500.1(b),  1502.1.  This  issue  is  discussed  in  more  detail  in 
comments  which  follow. 

The  DRMP/EIS  also  violates  numerous  provisions  contained  in  the  regulations 
concerning  BLM  resource  management  planning.  Such  regulations  require,  among  other 
things,  coordination  and  consistency  with  state  and  local  governments.  See  43  C.F.R. 
§  1610.3-2  and  Section  1615  of  the  BLM  Manual.  Here,  the  state  and  local  land  use  policies 
and  goals  favor  mineral  development.  The  State  of  California  and  Mono  County  Planning 
Regulations  recognize  mining  rights  and  "[i]mpose  conditions  upon  incompatible  land  uses 
in  and  surrounding  areas  containing  identified  mineral  deposits  for  the  purpose  of  mitigating 
the  significant  land  use  conflicts  prior  to  approving  a  use  that  would  otherwise  be 
incompatible  with  mineral  extraction."  Cal.  Admin.  Code  tit.  14,  §  3676(b)(3)(C)  (1989); 
Mono  County  Zoning  and  Development  Code  §§  19.03050  B.3  and  19.19030  B  (March  1986) 
(permitted  uses  in  Mono  County  include  "[t]he  removal  of  minerals  and  natural  minerals." 
In  cases  where  the  County  does  not  have  permitting  authority  due  to  the  federal  jurisdiction, 
the  County  nevertheless  intends  to  review  land  use  proposals  and  comment  as  necessary.) 
Additionally,  the  laws  of  the  State  of  California,  respecting  mineral  resource  management 
policies  and  plans,  "[ejmphasize  the  conservation  and  development  of  identified  mineral 
deposits."  Cal.  Pub.  Res.  Code  §  2762(a)(3)  (West  1984).  The  Mono  County  draft  Mineral 
Resource  Management  Policy,  developed  by  the  Mono  County  Mineral  Resource  Technical 
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Advisory  Committee,  in  a  report  to  the  Open  Space  Conservation  Element  of  the  Mono 
County  General  Plan,  states  in  its  "Summary  of  Major  Findings"  that  the  "extraction  of 
mineral  resources  is  essential  to  the  needs  of  the  society  and  contributes  to  the  economy  of 
Mono  County."  The  main  policies  set  forth  by  this  Technical  Advisory  Committee  are  to 
"[l]ocate  and  identify  mineral  resource  deposits  of  Regional  and  Statewide  Significance!,]" 
and  to  "[p]rotect  significant  mineral  resource  deposits  from  encroachment  by  incompatible 
land  uses."  The  management  prescriptions  favored  in  the  DRMP/EIS  would  preclude 
development  of  a  known  mineral  resource  and,  therefore,  are  contrary  to  the  approach 
contemplated  by  state  and  local  planning  statutes  and  regulations.  As  such,  the  DRMP/EIS 
violates  the  coordination  and  consistency  requirements  of  FLPMA  and  its  implementing 
regulations. 

The  DRMP/EIS  fails  to  comply  with  BLM  planning  guidance,  Section  1612  of  the 
BLM  Manual,  in  its  failure  to  consider  the  social  and  economic  information  required  in 
every  resource  management  plan,  including  an  analysis  for  each  alternative  of  expected 
outputs,  budget  assumptions,  capital  investments,  socioeconomic  conditions  and  impacts, 
cost-effectiveness,  demand,  development  potential,  efficiency,  equity,  public  preference  or 
acceptability.  The  DRMP/EIS  also  ignores  the  requirements  of  Section  1616.7  of  the  BLM 
Manual  concerning  the  selection  of  a  preferred  alternative.  Contrary  to  the  Manual,  the 
DRMP/EIS  provides  no  rational  basis  for  selecting  the  Preferred  Alternative  identified  in 
the  plan.  The  BLM  rules  require  that  the  preferred  alternative  most  effectively  meet  the 
planning  criteria  and  guidance  applicable  to  the  resource  area.  Nowhere  is  authority 
provided  to  support  an  alternative  like  the  Preferred  Alternative,  which  is  overwhelmingly 
biased  against  mineral  development  and  in  favor  of  recreational  and  wildlife  enhancement 
in  contradiction  to  federal,  state,  and  local  laws.  Additionally,  the  BLM  land  management 
regulations  set  forth  the  criteria  for  designation  areas  of  critical  environmental  concern 
("ACEC"),  and  provide  guidance  to  classify  areas  according  to  visual  resource  management 
("VRM")  standards.  As  demonstrated  in  more  detail  below,  the  DRMP/EIS  is  inconsistent 
with  these  regulations. 


n. 


PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE 


The  DRMP/EIS  states  that  the  proposed  action  alternative  of  the  DRMP/EIS, 
referred  to  as  Preferred  Alternative,  "seeks  to  resolve  issues  in  a  balanced  manner,  providing 
for  development  of  resources  while  protecting  or  enhancing  environmental  values."  See 
p.  35  of  the  DRMP/EIS.  However,  the  management  theme  for  the  Bodie  Hills 
Management  Area  concerning  the  Preferred  Alternative  is  to  improve  wildlife  habitat, 
enhance  recreation  opportunities,  and  protect  scenic  and  historical  values.  Despite  the  fact 


55-9 


5S-IO 


Mr.  Michael  Ferguson 
January  17,  1991 
Page  6 


that  the  area  contains  a  documented  mineral  resource  located  on  patented  and  unpatented 
mining  claims,  the  selected  management  theme  totally  neglects  to  discuss  or  even  reference 
the  need  to  allow  and  plan  for  mineral  development  and  the  rights  of  existing  mining  claim 
holders  as  components  of  the  theme.  In  this  regard,  the  decision  is  a  clear-cut  deviation 
from  the  existing  management  theme  contemplated  in  the  current  Management  Framework 
Plan  (the  Bodie/Coleville  Management  Framework  Plan)  which  clearly  contemplates  future 
mineral  development.  The  DRMP/EIS  gives  no  analysis  or  rationale  whatsoever  to  support 
its  proposed  change  in  management  policy.  BCMC  believes  that  the  decision  is  unfounded 
and  totally  inconsistent  with  the  clear  requirements  of  FLPMA  and  the  Mining  Law  of  1872 
to  encourage  multiple  use  and  to  foster  mineral  production  on  federal  lands.  The 
implementing  decisions  include  several  which  could  hinder  severely,  if  not  preclude,  mineral 
development  in  the  Bodie  Bowl.  These  decisions  include  the  proposed  designation  of  the 
entire  Bodie  Bowl  as  a  VRM  I  area  with  respect  to  visual  resources  and  the  designation  of 
the  Bodie  Bowl  as  an  ACEC.  The  stated  objectives  of  the  DRMP/EIS  are  to  "preserve  the 
existing  historic  integrity  of  the  landscape",  preclude  all  but  "very  limited  management 
activity,"  and  "prohibit  activities  which  affect  the  National  Landmark  adversely."  See  pages 
65  and  66  of  DRMP/EIS.  The  emphasis  on  preservation  and  prohibition  in  the 
management  objectives  combined  with  the  failure  to  recognize  mineral  development  in  the 
management  theme  effectively  will  prevent  BCMC  from  developing  its  patented  and 
I  unpatented  mining  claims  in  and  around  the  Bodie  Bowl. 

A        Mineral  Development  Restrictions 

Unfortunately,  the  DRMP/EIS  does  not  set  forth  clear  criteria,  standards,  or 
guidelines  by  which  activities  proposed  to  be  conducted  within  the  proposed  Bodie  Bowl 
ACEC  could  be  judged,  nor  does  it  include  any  documentation  or  support  for  an  objective 
analysis  of  the  consequences  of  ACEC  designation  on  potential  mineral  development  in 
general,  and  on  BCMCs  claims  in  particular.  BCMC  has  reviewed  the  pertinent  files  in  the 
Bishop  BLM  office  and  met  with  you  and  your  staff  on  at  least  two  occasions  in  an  effort 
to  obtain  the  basis  for  the  designation  and  the  specific  resource  and  environmental 
restriction  information  necessary  to  conduct  an  analysis  of  the  impact  of  the  Preferred 
Alternative  on  its  interests.  To  date,  the  agency  files  contain  no  supporting  documentation 
and  your  staff  has  been  totally  unable  to  articulate  its  rationale  for  the  decisions  and  the 
potential  impact  on  mineral  resources  in  the  Bodie  Hills.  BCMC  believes  the  dearth  of 
documentation  reflects  an  arbitrary  and  capricious  decision  by  BLM  which  completely 
precludes  meaningful  participation  and  comment  by  BCMC  with  respect  to  decisions  which 
directly  affects  its  property  rights.  Therefore,  BCMC  believes  this  information  gap  is  a  fatal 
flaw  in  the  DRMP/EIS  process.    The  comments  which  follow  serve  to  delineate  our 
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concerns  with  internal  inconsistencies  in  the  analysis  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  and  the 
erroneous  conclusions  which  result. 

The  BLM  attempts  to  specify  the  consequences  of  the  Preferred  Alternative 
with  respect  to  mineral  development  on  page  99  where  the  DRMP/EIS  states  that  "50%  of 
the  locatable  minerals  in  the  Bodie  area  cannot  be  developed  in  conformance  with  VRM  I 
and  II  requirements.*  The  DRMP/EIS  also  states  that  "25%  of  the  locatable  . . .  minerals 
will  be  effectively  withdrawn  due  to  environmental  restrictions."  The  DRMP/EIS  is  unclear 
whether  the  25%  of  the  locatable  minerals  that  will  be  "effectively  withdrawn"  due  to 
environmental  restrictions  is  in  addition  to  or  included  within  the  50%  of  the  locatable 
minerals  that  cannot  be  developed  in  conformance  with  VRM  I  and  II  requirements.  Even 
assuming  that  the  25%  is  within  the  50%,  such  is  extraordinarily  high  and  does  not  reflect 
the  balance  required  by  FLPMA.  BCMC  believes  there  is  no  legal  authority  for  BLM  to 
accomplish  an  "effective  withdrawal."  Additionally,  the  DRMP/EIS  does  not  delineate  how 
much  of  the  locatable  minerals  which  it  asserts  cannot  be  developed  or  are  effectively 
withdrawn  are  minerals  situated  on  unpatented  or  patented  mining  claims.  Without 
sufficient  information  to  determine  the  effects  of  this  decision,  the  public,  including  BCMC, 
cannot  assess  the  decisions'  effects  and,  therefore,  cannot  comment  in  accordance  with  the 
requirements  of  NEPA  or  the  BLM's  planning  regulations. 

On  pages  136  and  137,  the  DRMP/EIS  states  that  approximately  60%  of  the 
mineral  deposits  in  the  Bishop  area  are  sub-economic  and  could  not  be  developed  "under 
any  reasonable  price  or  environmental  mitigation  structure."  Marginally  economic  deposits 
are  stated  to  be  35%  of  the  Bishop  area  deposits,  and  their  size  is  considered  small  (less 
than  10,000  tons).  "[E]ven  minor  environmental  constraints  on  their  development  can  render 
them  uneconomic."  Contrary  to  NEPA  and  BLM  regulations,  the  DRMP/EIS  provides  no 
data  upon  which  it  bases  these  conclusions,  nor  does  it  discuss  what  it  considers  "any 
reasonable  price  or  mitigation  structure."  Further,  the  DRMP/EIS  does  not  relate  these 
figures  to  the  statements  it  makes  on  page  99  (see  above)  concerning  the  inability  to 
develop  50%  of  the  locatable  minerals  in  conformance  with  VRM  classifications  and  the 
effective  withdrawal  of  25%  of  the  Bodie  area  minerals  due  to  environmental  restrictions. 
The  DRMP/EIS  does  not  indicate  if  any  of  the  "subeconomic  deposits"  are  situated  on 
patented  or  unpatented  claims,  or  if  the  deposits  are  rendered  uneconomic  as  a  result  of 
restraints  proposed  by  DRMP/EIS.  Such  unsubstantiated,  contradictory,  and  unclear 
statements  are  inconsistent  with  NEPA  and  the  BLM's  resource  management  planning 
regulations. 

The  DRMP/EIS  also  states  on  page  137  that  the  "Bodie  Mining  District  is 
currently  receiving  significant  exploration  activity,  with  a  plan  of  operations  for  a  large  open 
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pit  gold  mine  and  millsite  anticipated  by  BLM."  On  this  page  the  DRMP/EIS  does  not 
identify  such  activity  as  that  of  BCMC,  however,  the  anticipated  gold  mine  obviously  is 
BCMCs  and  upon  which  the  BLM  is  focusing.  This  attention  and  characterization  of  the 
project  as  a  "super  project"  elsewhere  in  the  DRMP/EIS  is  contrary  to  the  unbiased  position 
the  BLM  is  required  to  take  in  its  land  use  management  efforts  and  ignores  the  fact  that  this 
project  will  be  developed  primarily  on  patented  and  unpatented  mining  claims.  Although 
this  focus  is  discriminatory,  it  also  makes  the  anti-mineral  development  decisions  of  the 
DRMP/EIS  irresponsible  in  those  instances  where  such  land  use  decisions  will  place 
potentially  incompatible  activities  in  very  close  proximity  to  each  other. 

The  DRMP/EIS  acknowledges  on  page  151  that  there  is  "high  and  moderate 
potential  for  locatable  mineral  deposits  near  the  Bodie,  Little  Bodie,  Dogtown,  Paramount, 
Red  Cloud  and  Potato  Peak  Mining  Districts."  This  statement  appears  to  recognize  the 
value  of  the  mineral  deposits  in  the  Bodie  area,  however,  the  DRMP/EIS  focuses  on  the 
incompatibility  of  the  potential  mining  operations  on  private  or  BLM  lands  (see,  ejU, 
"Manager's  Guidelines"  on  pp.  26-27  of  the  DRMP/EIS  which  limit,  restrict,  or  prohibit 
mineral  development;  ACEC  designation  which  prevents  mineral  development  (p.  65); 
prohibition  of  activities  which  may  affect  the  historic  landmark  adversely  (p.  65);  Special 
Resource  Management  Area  designation  rendering  mining  operations  incompatible  with 
objectives  for  the  area  (p.  120)),  rather  than  on  the  use  of  federal  lands  for  multiple  use  and 
sustained  yield  as  required  by  FLPMA.  Moreover,  the  consequences  that  decisions 
concerned  only  with  enhancing  wildlife  (p.  65  of  DRMP/EIS)  or  improving  recreational 
opportunities  (p.  186  of  DRMP/EIS)  may  cause  those  owning  valid  property  rights  violates 
the  Mining  Law  of  1872.  While  BCMC  supports  the  general  policy  of  improving  recreation 
and  habitats,  such  activities  must  be  planned  in  such  a  way  as  to  avoid  interfering  with 
private  property  rights.  The  emphasis  of  the  DRMP/EIS  on  wildlife  and  recreation  also 
ignores  the  state  and  local  land  use  planning  goals  and  policies,  and  indicates  poor  land  use 
planning  in  its  attempt  to  enhance  substantially  wildlife  and  recreational  opportunities 
adjacent  to  areas  that  may  be  mined. 

On  page  180  of  the  DRMP/EIS,  the  Preferred  Alternative  states  that  with 
respect  to  the  Bishop  area  that,  "an  estimated  70%  of  the  locatable  mineral  deposits  are 
economically  feasible  for  development."  It  is  unclear  how  this  statement  relates  to  previous 
statements  on  page  137  of  the  DRMP/EIS,  discussed  above,  where  it  stated  that  95%  of  the 
mineral  deposits  are  subeconomic  or  marginally  economic,  or  the  statements  on  page  99  of 
the  DRMP/EIS,  discussed  above,  where  the  DRMP/EIS  stated  that  with  respect  to  Bodie, 
"50%  of  the  locatable  minerals  cannot  be  developed  in  conformance  with  the  VRM  I  and 
II  requirements[,]"  and  "25%  of  the  locatable  . . .  minerals  will  be  effectively  withdrawn  due 
to  environmental  restrictions."  The  DRMP/EIS  on  page  180  indicates  that  of  the  14  major 
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projects  "two  will  be  'super"  projects,  including  the  Bodie-Galactic  project.  These  will 
involve  25  acres  or  more  of  disturbance  each  for  a  minimum  total  of  50  acres.  These  'super1 
projects  will  employ  up  to  500  persons  and  make  a  significant  contribution  to  the  tax  base 
of  Mono  and  Inyo  Counties.  However,  added  environmental  costs  will  result  in  only  50% 
of  the  deposits  being  mined  compared  to  Alternatives  I  and  II."  The  DRMP/EIS  does  not 
specify  any  basis  for  these  conclusions  nor  does  it  specify  the  types  of  environmental  costs 
which  were  assumed  in  the  analysis,  if  one  was  conducted.  It  is  unclear  why  the  DRMP/EIS 
again  singles  out  the  Bodie-Galactic  project  of  the  14  "major  projects."  We  note  that  the 
"Bodie-Galactic  project"  is  in  the  exploration  stage  and  does  not  have  a  plan  of  operations 
developed  to  inform  the  BLM  of  any  aspects  of  such  project.  The  fact  that  the  Preferred 
Alternative  apparently  adds  environmental  costs  that  will  result  in  only  one-half  of  the 
deposits  being  mined  compared  to  the  level  of  development  estimated  by  the  DRMP/EIS 
under  Alternatives  1  and  2,  violates  the  sustained  yield  and  protection  of  mining  rights 
contained  in  FLPMA  Because  the  analysis  is  not  given  and  it  is  unclear  whether  the  50% 
of  the  deposits  not  mined  include  any  deposits  situated  on  unpatented  or  patented  mining 
claims,  BCMC  cannot  comment  on  whether  BLM's  conclusion  is  valid.  For  this  reason  we 
believe  that  the  DRMP/EIS  also  has  failed  to  comply  with  NEPA  and  BLM  resource 
management  planning  regulations.  See.  40  C.F.R.  §  1500.1(b);  43  C.F.R.  §  1610.2. 

Proposals  concerning  Alternative  4,  the  Preferred  Alternative,  on  page  198  of 
the  DRMP/EIS,  state  that  "[approximately  18%  of  the  locatable  mineral  deposits  . .  .  will 
be  withdrawn  to  protect  wildlife,  cultural  and  visual  resources."  The  DRMP/EIS  also  states 
that  "[development  of  34%  of  the  mineral  deposits  will  be  constrained  by  seasonal 
protection  and  11%  by  year-long  protection."  The  total  of  mineral  deposits  that  would  be 
limited  for  one  reason  or  another  because  of  the  statements  quoted  above  is  63%.  The 
DRMP/EIS  provides  no  further  information  respecting  its  analysis  and  does  not  specify 
where  the  deposits  which  will  be  "withdrawn"  or  "constrained"  are  located,  and  whether  they 
include  the  patented  and  unpatented  mining  claims  owned  by  BCMC.  BLM  also  fails  to 
specify  how  these  figures  relate  to  comments  in  the  DRMP/EIS  at  pages  99,  137,  and  180, 
referred  to  above.  This  lack  of  information  and  analysis  precludes  meaningful  review  and, 
therefore,  violates  both  NEPA  and  BLM  planning  regulations.  See.  40  C.F.R.  §  1500  1(b)- 
43  C.F.R.  §  1610.2. 

The  DRMP/EIS  then  states  at  page  199,  that  "[development  of  59%  of  the 
locatable  and  salable  mineral  deposits  would  be  restricted  due  to  Class  I  and  II  VRM 
requirements."  Again,  contrary  to  the  legal  requirements,  it  is  impossible  to  determine  what 
property  the  59%  restriction  affects  and  how  it  relates  to  the  statements  in  the  preceding 
paragraph  concerning  an  18%  withdrawal  of  locatable  mineral  deposits  to  protect  wildlife, 
cultural  and  visual  resources,  the  34%  minerals  affected  by  seasonal  restrictions,  and  the 
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11%  mineral  deposits  receiving  year-long  protection.  It  also  is  unclear  how  this  59%  figure 
relates  to  the  DRMP/EIS  figures  concerning  mineral  development  limitations  set  forth  on 
pages  99,  137,  and  180,  discussed  above.  Here  again,  because  these  decisions  concerning 
mineral  development  are  so  contradictory  and  unclear,  the  public  cannot  comment 
meaningfully  on  such  proposals.  Moreover,  the  BLM  has  not  provided  any  basis  in  the 
record  for  its  statements. 

The  conclusion  relating  to  "Impact  On  Mining"  on  page  199  of  the  DRMP/EIS 
states  that  mineral  exploration  and  development  will  "be  slightly  decreased  over  Alternative 
1  [the  no  action/continuation  of  present  management  alternative]."  The  DRMP/EIS  states 
that  the  development  of  "9  locatable  .  . .  deposits  will  not  occur  due  to  increased  mining 
costs  required  to  protect  other  resources."  The  DRMP/EIS  also  concludes  that  the  inability 
to  develop  nine  locatable  deposits  represents  a  potential  loss  of  nine  million  dollars  in 
locatable  minerals.  Without  knowing  what  lands  these  nine  locatable  deposits  include  or 
the  assumptions  behind  the  analysis,  it  is  impossible  for  the  public  to  provide  comments  on 
the  DRMP/EIS  -  which  is  contrary  to  NEPA  and  BLM  regulations. 

Another  instance  where  the  DRMP/EIS  has  made  decisions  inconsistent  with 
the  law  is  found  on  page  199  of  the  DRMP/EIS,  as  follows: 

Mining  will  be  limited  in  Bodie  Bowl  in  order  to  preserve  the 
"Ghost  Town"  feel  of  Bodie.  These  restrictions  will  make  50% 
of  the  deposit  uneconomic  to  develop.  This  will  represent  an 
increase  of  $1  billion  to  Mono  County's  tax  base  and  create 
over  250  jobs  compared  to  the  $2  billion  and  500  jobs 
generated  under  Alternatives  1  and  2.  [Under  Alternatives  1 
and  2,  the  deposit  referred  to  in  the  Bodie  Bowl  is  the 
"Galactic-Bodie  deposit."] 

With  these  assertions,  the  BLM  appears  to  be  confusing  the  resource  management  planning 
process  with  future  determinations  under  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act,  16  U.S.C. 
§§  470  el  seq.  ("NHPA").  Such  an  approach  is  inconsistent  with  the  clear  process  set  forth 
in  regulations  implementing  the  NHPA  There  is  no  basis  in  the  record  or  in  applicable 
regulation  to  assert  that  the  "Ghost  Town"  feel  is  an  appropriate  criteria  for  limiting  mining, 
and  its  proposed  use  is  vague  and  contrary  to  law.  Additionally,  because  BCMC  has  not 
submitted  a  plan  of  operations  to  the  BLM  concerning  BCMCs  intentions  with  respect  to 
the  development  of  its  patented  and  unpatented  mining  claims  in  the  area  of  the  Bodie 
Bowl,  the  BLM  has  no  basis  to  determine  specifically  that  50%  of  the  deposit  will  become 
uneconomic  to  develop.  Given  the  general  prohibitions  indicated  on  page  65  of  the  DRMP/ 
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EIS,  BCMC  believes  that  mining  may  be  precluded  entirely.  Moreover,  because  the  BLM 
has  provided  no  information  in  the  record  concerning  precisely  how  the  BLM  intends  to 
make  such  portion  of  the  deposit  uneconomic  to  develop,  the  public  is  not  able  to  comment 
on  the  proposal  as  required  by  NEPA  and  BLM  regulations.  If  the  BLM  intends  to  restrict 
so  severely  the  rights  of  BCMC  with  respect  to  BCMCs  property,  such  action  is  a  taking  of 
private  property  contrary  to  law. 

B.        Taking  Without  Compensation:  Executive  Order  12630  (November  15.  1988^ 

As  indicated  above,  mining  claims  are  property  rights  in  every  sense  of  the 
word.  S££  Wilbur  v.  United  States  ex.  rel.  Krushnic.  280  U.S.  639  (1935).  The  United 
States  Supreme  Court  has  repeatedly  affirmed  that  excessive  federal  regulation  can  result 
in  a  taking  of  private  property,  and  that  just  compensation  must  be  paid  to  the  property 
owner  for  such  taking.  Sfi£  Nollan  v.  California  Coastal  Commission.  483  U.S.  825  (1987); 
First  English  Evangelical  Lutheran  Church  of  Glendale  v.  County  of  Los  Angeles.  482  U.S. 


304  (1987).  The  Supreme  Court  also  has  held  specifically  that  excessive  regulation  of 
mining  rights  may  result  in  a  taking.  Pennsylvania  Coal  v.  Mavhon.  260  U.S.  393  (1922); 
Keystone  Bituminous  Coal  Ass'n  v.  DeBendictis.  480  U.S.  470  (1987).  Therefore,  the 
restrictions  contemplated  by  the  DRMP/EIS  (&&,  ACEC  designations  and  VRM 
classifications),  and  the  consequences  that  will  result  from  the  decisions  of  the  DRMP/EIS 
(£,£„  50%  of  the  mineral  deposit  in  the  Bodie  Bowl  will  be  uneconomic  to  develop  because 
of  the  cultural  resource  limitations  the  DRMP/EIS  will  impose  (page  199  of  the  DRMP/ 
EIS);  and  59%  of  the  locatable  and  saleable  mineral  deposits  will  be  restricted  due  to  Class 
I  and  II  VRM  requirements  (page  199  of  the  DRMP/EIS)),  are  extraordinary  restrictions 
on  the  use  of  private  rights  and  will  constitute  a  taking  of  private  property. 

Executive  Order  12630  dated  March  15, 1988  (53  FM  Reg,  8859)  (March  18, 
1988)  requires  federal  decision-makers  to  evaluate  carefully  the  effects  of  their 
administrative,  regulatory,  and  legislative  actions  on  constitutionally  protected  property 
rights.  This  Executive  Order  requires  the  performance  of  a  "Takings  Implications  Analysis" 
before  allowing  a  federal  action  to  occur  that  might  constitute  a  taking.  The 
implementation  of  management  policies  proposed  by  the  DRMP/EIS  will  place  such  drastic 
constraints  on  mining  that,  as  acknowledged  by  the  DRMP/EIS,  will  preclude  the 
development  of  a  substantial  portion,  if  not  all,  of  the  patented  and  unpatented  mining 
claims  in  the  Bodie  Bowl,  including  those  controlled  by  BCMC.  The  consequences  of  such 
DRMP/EIS  decisions  leave  no  doubt  that  private  property  rights,  including  those  of  BCMC, 
will  be  affected  by  such  policies.  For  example,  the  ACEC  designation  contained  in  the 
DRMP/EIS  and  the  restrictions  contemplated  by  such  designation,  together  with  the 
consequences  on  private  land  that  the  DRMP/EIS  describes,  constitutes  an  "action"  pursuant 
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to  Executive  Order  12630  (Le„  "applications  of  Federal  regulations  to  specific  property"  or 
"actions  related  to  Federal  regulation").  Such  designation  also  is  a  "federal  policy  statement" 
under  the  Executive  Order  that  has  "takings  implications"  because  "if  implemented  or 
enacted,  could  effect  a  taking,  such  as  rules  or  regulations  that  propose  or  implement . . . 
condition  requirements  or  limitations  on  private  property  use[.]"  See  Section  2(a)  and  (c) 
of  Executive  Order  12630.  Therefore,  the  ACEC  proposal  falls  within  the  scope  of  the 
Executive  Order,  and  the  BLM  has  not  complied  with  the  mandates  of  such  Order. 

Similarly,  the  VRM  classifications  set  forth  in  the  DRMP/EIS  and  the 
restrictions  contemplated  by  such  classifications,  together  with  the  regulations  that  will  be 
applicable  to  certain  lands  as  a  result  of  such  classifications,  and  the  consequences  that  the 
DRMP/EIS  describes  for  such  lands,  also  are  decisions  within  the  scope  of  Executive  Order 
12630.  With  respect  to  such  VRM  determinations,  the  required  "Takings  Implications 
Analysis"  has  not  been  performed. 

The  Fifth  Amendment  of  the  Constitution  and  the  case  law  which  has 
developed  thereunder  requires  that  before  the  BLM  may  regulate  BCMCs  patented  and 
unpatented  mining  claims  to  the  degree  envisioned  in  the  DRMP/EIS,  it  must  pay  just 
compensation  to  BCMC  for  the  taking  of  such  private  property.  Additionally,  before  the 
BLM  can  implement  the  management  policies  and  take  the  actions  described  in  the  DRMP/ 
EIS,  the  BLM  is  required  to  perform  the  analysis  required  under  Executive  Order  12630. 
It  has  not  done  so,  and  its  actions  are  contrary  to  law. 

C.        ACEC  Designation 

The  decision  set  forth  on  page  65  of  the  DRMP/EIS  to  designate  the  Bodie 
Bowl  as  an  area  of  critical  environmental  concern  ("ACEC)  to  protect  visual  and  historic 
values  does  not  provide  the  analysis  required  by  law  concerning  the  basis  for  proposing  the 
Bodie  Bowl  as  an  ACEC.  Section  1610.7-2  of  Title  43  C.F.R.  describes  the  criteria  that 
must  be  met  in  order  for  an  area  to  be  designated  as  an  ACEC,  and  the  BLM  Manual 
concerning  resource  management  planning  at  Sections  1613  and  1617  also  describe  the 
required  characteristics  of  an  ACEC,  the  analysis  and  designation  procedures,  and  the 
documentation  standards.  We  note  that  BCMC  representatives  have  reviewed  the  BLM- 
Bishop  office  files  pertaining  to  the  proposed  ACEC  designation.  According  to  BLM 
personnel,  these  files  contained  nothing  more  than  a  single  conclusory  paragraph  supporting 
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the  proposed  Bodie  Bowl  ACEC.  Neither  the  DRMP/EIS,  the  notice  published  October 
23, 1990  in  the  Federal  Register  (55  Fed.  Rfig-  42783),  or  the  administrative  record  complies 
with  the  federal  requirements  for  ACEC  designation  set  forth  at  43  C.F.R.  §  1610.7-2  (1989) 
and  in  the  BLM  Manual. 

In  order  for  an  area  of  public  lands  to  be  a  potential  ACEC,  bjah  of  the 
following  criteria  must  be  met: 

(1)  Relevance.  There  shall  be  present  a  significant  historic, 
cultural  or  scenic  value;  a  fish  or  wildlife  resource  or  other 
natural  system  of  process;  or  natural  hazard. 

(2)  Importance.  The  above  described  value,  resource,  system, 
process,  or  hazard  shall  have  substantial  significance  and  values. 
This  generally  requires  qualities  of  more  than  local  significance 
and  special  worth,  consequence,  meaning,  distinctiveness,  or 
cause  for  concern.  A  natural  hazard  can  be  important  if  it  is  of 
significant  threat  to  human  life  or  property. 

43  C.F.R.  §  1610.7-2  (1989).  Section  1613.1  of  the  BLM  Manual  elaborates  further  on  the 
characteristics  of  ACECs.  Nothing  in  the  DRMP/EIS  or  ACEC  notice  describes  the 
"relevant"  and  "important"  characteristics  of  the  proposed  Bodie  Bowl  ACEC.  Arguably,  the 
Bodie  State  Park  is  a  "significant  historic  .  .  .  value,"  but  the  Park  constitutes  only 
approximately  7%  of  the  entire  Bodie  Bowl  (as  contemplated  by  BLM).  Without  any 
discussion  by  the  BLM  concerning  the  "relevance"  and  "importance"  of  the  proposed  ACEC, 
the  proposed  designation  is  unsubstantiated. 

The  BLM  Manual,  Section  1613.21B,  requires  the  BLM  to  obtain  information 
on  relevance  and  importance  based  upon  inventory  and  data  collection.  To  the  best  of  our 
knowledge,  no  such  inventory  or  data  collection  concerning  the  proposed  Bodie  Bowl 
designation  has  been  conducted,  nor  has  any  data  or  other  documentation  been  provided 
in  the  DRMP/EIS  or  its  administrative  record.  Further,  BLM  guidelines  require  that 
"information  about  resources  on  adjacent  non  public  lands  may  also  be  needed  for 
evaluating  the  relevance  and  importance  of  resource  values  or  hazards  on  public  lands." 
Manual  §  1613.21B(2).  The  BLM  Manual  also  requires  the  identification  of  factors  which 
influence  management  prescriptions.  Sss.  Section  1613.22A  The  Manual  asks  the 
questions:  "What  measures  can  be  taken  to  protect  the  potential  ACEC  value(s)  without 
restricting  other  resource  uses?"  "What  is  the  status  of  existing  mining  claims  or  pre- 
FLPMA  leases?   How  will  existing  rights  affect  management  of  the  resource  or  hazard?" 
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Section  1613.22A(3)  and  (8).  There  is  no  documentation  in  the  record  which  indicates  that 
the  BLM  has  considered  the  relationship  of  the  proposed  Bodie  Bowl  ACEC  designation 
in  conjunction  with  existing  private  property  rights  involving  patented  and  unpatented  mining 
claims  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Bodie  Bowl. 

The  BLM  Manual  requires  the  incorporation  of  management  prescriptions  for 
potential  ACECs  into  appropriate  alternatives.  Where  there  are  issues  associated  with  the 
management  of  a  potential  ACEC,  the  alternatives  analyzed  in  detail  "shall  reflect  the 
reasonable  range  of  management  prescriptions  for  the  potential  ACEC."  BLM  Manual 
§  1613.22B.  The  management  prescriptions  may  vary  in  a  number  of  ways,  including  the 
degree  or  intensity  of  management  attention,  the  size  of  the  area  to  receive  special 
management  attention,  and  the  length  of  time  that  the  ACEC  is  to  receive  special 
management  attention.  There  is  no  indication  in  the  DRMP/EIS  or  in  the  Federal  Register 
notice  that  any  of  these  alternatives  with  respect  to  the  proposed  Bodie  Bowl  ACEC  have 
been  considered.  Further,  neither  the  DRMP/EIS  nor  the  notice  set  forth  the  proposed 
management  prescriptions  with  sufficient  specificity  to  allow  a  reasoned  analysis  of  their 
impact  on  the  interests  and  property  rights  held  by  BCMC  within  the  ACEC. 

The  BLM  Manual  requires  that  an  ACEC  designation  set  forth  a  "thorough 
and  well-documented  estimation  of  effects  analysis."  Manual  §  1613.22C.  This  means  that 
the  BLM  must  analyze  what  the  management  prescription  for  the  ACEC  (Lfi„  special 
management  attention)  will  cause  in  the  way  of  effects  of  that  ACEC  designation.  Neither 
the  DRMP/EIS  nor  the  ACEC  notice  in  the  Federal  Register  analyzed  the  effects  of  the 
management  prescription. 

Certain  provisions  regarding  public  notice  and  ACEC  documentation  standards 
set  forth  in  the  BLM  Manual  have  not  been  followed  concerning  the  proposed  Bodie  Bowl 
ACEC  designation.  The  BLM  Manual  requires  that  "[a]ny  anticipated  issues  related  to  the 
consideration  of  ACECs  should  be  described  [in  the  notice  of  intent]."  BLM  Manual  § 
1613.3.  The  BLM  Manual  also  requires  the  notice  to  describe  the  proposed  ACECs 
included  in  the  BLM's  Preferred  Alternative  "and  specify  resource  use  limitations,  if  any 
which  would  occur."  Manual  §  1613.32.  The  public  notice  concerning  the  proposed  Bodie 
Bowl  ACEC  did  not  describe  any  anticipated  issues  nor  did  it  describe  resource  use 
limitations  that  would  result  from  ACEC  designation  except  to  state  that  any  "[a]ctions  in 
the  area  would  not  be  allowed  if  a  significantly  threatened  the  existing  historical  integrity 
of  the  landscape."  Such  broad  statement  does  not  provide  the  public  with  any  clue  as  to 
what  the  anticipated  issues  related  to  the  consideration  of  the  ACEC  might  include  nor  what 
resource  limitations  would  occur. 


5-144 


55-26 


55-27 


Mr.  Michael  Ferguson 
January  17,  1991 
Page  15 


The  BLM  Manual  also  requires  a  resource  management  plan  to  set  forth 
certain  details  with  respect  to  the  ACEC.  These  details  are  not  contained  in  the  Bishop 
DRMP/EIS.  Specifically,  the  BLM  Manual  requires  a  description  of  the  value,  resource, 
system,  or  hazard  which  warrants  special  management  attention  under  the  ACEC,  and  the 
description  "should  fairly  indicate  why  the  area  is  considered  relevant  and  important." 
Manual  §  1613.33B.  A  resource  management  plan  must  describe  the  management  activities 
and  anticipated  future  uses  which  are  considered  compatible  with  the  purposes  of  an  ACEC 
and  those  considered  incompatible.  Manual  §  1613.33C.  The  DRMP/EIS  does  not  contain 
any  such  description  of  compatible  and  incompatible  uses  of  the  Bodie  Bowl,  except  to  state 
broadly,  in  various  ways,  that  mining  in  the  Bodie  Bowl  is  incompatible  with  the  uses 
favored  by  the  DRMP/EIS.  Additionally,  the  BLM  Manual  requires  that  the  "rationale  for 
ACEC  designations  in  the  preferred  alternative  must  be  discussed."  Manual  §  1613.33E. 
No  rationale  for  the  proposed  Bodie  Bowl  ACEC  designation  is  contained  in  any  discussion 
relating  to  the  Preferred  Alternative  of  the  DRMP/EIS. 

The  BLM  Manual  requires  an  implementation  schedule  to  be  prepared  for 
each  ACEC.  Section  1613.61.  The  schedules  must  identify  the  "priority,  sequence,  and  costs 
of  implementing  activities  associated  with  protection  of  the  ACEC  resources  or  values, 
including  monitoring  activities."  Id.  The  Manual  provides  that  the  schedule  may  be 
incorporated  into  other  documents  such  as  an  implementation  schedule  for  the  entire 
resource  management  plan.  "However,  activities  associated  with  the  protection  of  ACEC 
resources  or  values  must  be  clearly  identified."  Id.  Nothing  in  the  DRMP/EIS  indicates  the 
proposed  implementation  schedule  for  or  the  protective  activities  relating  to  the  proposed 
Bodie  Bowl  ACEC. 

In  addition  to  Section  1613  of  the  Manual  which  describes  the  analysis  and 
designation  procedures  concerning  a  potential  ACEC,  Section  1617.8  of  the  Manual 
discusses  the  designation  of  a  proposed  ACEC.  As  set  forth  in  Section  1613.1,  in  order  to 
be  considered  as  a  potential  ACEC,  an  area  must  meet  the  criteria  of  relevance  and 
importance  as  established  and  defined  in  43  C.F.R.  §  1610.7-2.  Moreover,  Section  1617.8 
of  the  Manual  requires  that  the  boundaries  of  the  ACEC  must  be  specifically  described,  and 
"an  ACEC  should  be  held  to  a  minimum  area  necessary  to  protect  the  resources  on  which 
the  designation  is  based.  The  ACEC  designation  ...  is  not  intended  to  blanket  large  areas 
with  specific  restrictive  stipulations."  Manual  §  1617.81A5.  The  Manual  also  requires  the 
potential  ACEC  designation  to  be  "accompanied  by  descriptive  materials,  maps,  and 
evidence  of  the  relevance  and  importance  of  the  values  or  hazards  involved."  See  Manual 
§  1617.81B.1.  As  discussed  above,  the  DRMP/EIS  does  not  set  forth  the  relevance  or 
importance  of  the  Bodie  Bowl,  nor  does  it  provide  the  necessary  descriptive  materials,  nor 
does  it  provide  evidence  that  the  designated  area  is  as  small  as  possible. 
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Consequently,  the  designation  in  the  DRMP/EIS  of  the  Bodie  Bowl  as  an 
ACEC  is  an  arbitrary  and  capricious  decision  without  any  support  in  the  DRMP/EIS  or 
associated  administrative  record.  Accordingly,  BLM's  ACEC  designation  totally  fails  to 
comply  with  the  requirements  of  federal  law  and  regulations. 

D.        VRM  Classifications 

On  page  65  of  the  DRMP/EIS,  the  BLM  states  that  it  has  determined  that 
it  will  manage  the  Bodie  Bowl  as  VRM  I,  main  travel  routes  as  VRM  II,  and  the  remainder 
as  VRM  III.  This  determination  is  a  change  from  the  current  management  designation  of 
VRM  n.  No  analysis,  documentation  or  rationale  supporting  the  proposed  change  is  given 
in  the  DRMP/EIS.  This  proposed  classification  decision  is  contrary  to  BLM  guidance 
regarding  visual  resource  management.  See  Section  8400  of  the  BLM  Manual.  The  Bodie 
Bowl  area  does  not  possess  the  appropriate  characteristics  for  designation  as  VRM  I.  The 
Bodie  Bowl  has  a  long  history  of  mining  activities  and  numerous  features  of  that  history 
currently  are  present  in  the  area.  Mines,  tailings,  tunnels,  buildings,  mining  equipment, 
roads,  and  the  like,  already  exist  in  the  area  of  the  Bodie  Bowl.  Consequently,  the 
landscape  at  Bodie  Bowl  is  inappropriate  for  VRM  I  designation  because  of  the  existing 
substantial  disturbance  of  the  area  from  previous  mining  operations.  The  proposed  VRM 
I  and  II  classifications  concerning  the  Bodie  Bowl  and  main  travel  routes  are  irresponsible 
and  inappropriate  planning  decisions  for  an  area  with  the  existing  levels  of  disturbance  and 
where  private  lands  in  the  immediate  vicinity  will  be  developed  for  mining  purposes. 

The  DRMP/EIS,  it  states  that  "[m]inerals  development  would  degrade  visual 
resources  in  the  Bodie  Bowl  (p.  181).  This  unique  and  intact  historic  landmark  would  be 
severely  degraded  by  an  open  pit  mine."  The  DRMP/EIS  also  states  that  the  development 
of  locatable  minerals  "would  adversely  affect  short  segments  (between  20  and  50  miles)  of 
viewsheds  at  specific  locations  along  federal,  state,  and  county  roads.  In  particular,  an  open 
pit  mine  in  the  Bodie  Bowl  would  severely  impact  the  visual  values."  The  DRMP/EIS  does 
not  identify  the  critical  "visual  values"  to  be  protected  by  VRM  classifications,  the 
geographic  scope  of  the  classifications,  or  key  observation  points.  Nor  does  it  present  any 
analysis.  The  proposed  VRM  I  and  II  designations  appear  to  be  an  arbitrary  and  capricious 
exercise  of  agency  decision-making  without  any  basis  on  the  record.  Such  omission  prevents 
meaningful  public  comment  and  is  contrary  to  federal  law.  Moreover,  because  of  prior 
mining  operations  in  the  area,  BCMC  believes  future  mining  activities  would  be  consistent 
with  the  present  visual  landscape  of  the  area. 


5-145 


55-2? 


55-30 


Mr.  Michael  Ferguson 
January  17,  1991 
Page  17 


BCMC  believes  that  the  VRM  I  and  II  designations  could  preclude  mining  by 
open  pit  methods  in  the  Bodie  Bowl,  and  as  such  violates  the  rights  protected  by  the  Mining 
Law  of  1872.  Although  the  DRMP/EIS  states  that  development  of  mineral  deposits  "would 
adversely  affect  short  segments  of  viewsheds,"  a  significant  amount  of  land  would  be 
affected.  The  DRMP/EIS  acknowledges,  on  pages  181  and  182  of  the  DRMP/EIS,  that 
only  some  "slight  to  moderate  localized  benefits  to  visual  resources  would  occur  from  .  . . 
route  designations,  especially  in  . .  .  Bodie  Hills  . .  .  where  hillside  road  scars  would  be 
eliminated."  These  unknown  "slight  to  moderate  localized  benefits"  do  not  permit 
meaningful  public  comment  and,  therefore,  violate  the  provisions  of  federal  law,  and  they 
are  unwise  planning  decisions. 

Another  example  of  the  inconsistent  and  irresponsible  visual  resource 
determination  is  as  follows:  The  DRMP/EIS  states  that  it  favors  severe  visual  restrictions. 
It  plans  "a  more  restrictive  VRM  class  I  (6%)  and  II  (40%)  and  proactive  land  use 
prescriptions  (ejg.,  yearlong  and  seasonal  projections,  salable  minerals  prohibition,  etc.) 
designed  to  eliminate  visual  impacts  [in  order  to]  considerably  benefit  visual  resources  in 
much  of  the  resource  area."  (See  p.  183).  Without  providing  the  basis  for  such  decision  and 
the  lands  affected,  the  decision  violates  NEPA  and  BLM  regulations.  Additionally,  such 
restrictions  violate  the  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  land  planning  requirements  of 
FLPMA  and  if  private  rights  are  impacted,  it  violates  the  Mining  Law  of  1872. 

E.        Historic  and  Cultural  Resource  Protection 

The  proposals  of  the  BLM  concerning  historic  and  cultural  resource  protection 
not  only  violate  FLPMA,  NEPA  and  BLM  resource  management  planning  requirements, 
but  they  also  are  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act, 
16  U.S.C.  §§  470,  el  S£o,.  ("NHPA"),  and  regulations  promulgated  pursuant  thereto.  The 
DRMP/EIS  states,  at  page  67,  that  the  Preferred  Alternative  "will  limit  mining  or  other  uses 
which  would  diminish  the  historic  integrity  of  the  national  landmark."  Similarly,  the  DRMP/ 
EIS  states  on  page  65  that  it  will  "[pjrohibit  activities  which  affect  the  National  Landmark 
adversely.  Using  standards  and  guidelines  to  determine  when  unnecessary  and  undue 
'^gradation  occurs."  Further,  on  page  205,  the  DRMP/EIS  states  that  the  historic  site  in 
.e  Bodie  Hills  is  to  receive  special  emphasis  under  the  Preferred  Alternative.  The  DRMP/ 
EIS  states  that  the  Preferred  Alternative  is  very  similar  to  Alternative  3  (natural  resource 
enhancement)  "with  additional  areas  recommended  for  acquisition,  interpretation  and 
protection."  Alternative  3,  in  turn,  refers  to  protecting  the  area  around  Bodie  and  states 
that  it  would  be  same  as  in  Alternative  1.  Alternative  1,  at  page  202  of  the  DRMP/EIS, 
acknowledges  that  mining  activities  would  not  negatively  affect  the  historic  structures 
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themselves,  but  that  mining  activities  might  be  restricted  in  order  to  preserve  the  historic 
landscape  and  setting.  Such  determination  violates  FLPMA,  NHPA,  and  NEPA 
Alternative  1,  incorporated  by  reference  into  the  Preferred  Alternative,  states  that: 

Mining  activities  outside  of  and  adjacent  to  Bodie  would  have 
minor  negative  impacts  upon  historic  structures,  and  a  severe 
negative  impact  upon  the  historic  landscape  and  setting. 
Projects  in  this  area  will  be  need  to  be  designed  with  special 
care  to  avoid  significant  negative  impacts.  Most  impacts  would 
be  avoided  or  mitigated  within  special  project  proposals.  VRM 
II  designation  and  prohibition  of  surface  occupancy  and 
intensive  land  use  activities  within  the  Bodie  Bowl  would  help 
retain  the  characteristics  of  the  historic  mining  setting,  which  is 
of  value  to  the  Park  and  the  National  Landmark. 

At  best  these  various  statements  are  vague  and  internally  inconsistent  ranging  from  outright 
"prohibition"  to  requiring  "special  project  proposals".  Unfortunately,  the  result  is  that 
interested  parties  and  the  public  cannot  assess  the  consequences  of  BLM's  proposal.  This 
failure  of  the  DRMP/EIS  results  directly  from  a  fundamental  flaw  in  BLM's  approach  to 
the  historic  and  cultural  resource  issue.  BLM  has  not  included  or  cited  any  documentation 
supporting  its  proposed  decisions  because  none  exists.  As  described  below,  its  approach  is 
simply  premature  in  the  context  of  the  overall  regulatory  scheme  that  exists  to  deal  with 
historic  and  cultural  resources. 

The  NHPA  at  Section  106, 16  U.S.C.  §  470f,  sets  forth  the  procedure  that  the 
head  of  any  federal  agency  having  direct  or  indirect  jurisdiction  over  a  proposed  federal  or 
federally-assisted  undertaking  must  comply  with  prior  to  the  approval  of  the  expenditure  of 
any  federal  funds  on  the  undertaking  or  prior  to  the  issuance  of  any  license.  The  head  of 
such  federal  agency  is  required  to  "take  into  account  the  effect  of  the  undertaking  on  any 
district,  site,  building,  structure,  or  object  that  is  included  in  or  eligible  for  in  inclusion  in 
the  National  Register."  Additionally,  Section  110  of  the  NHPA,  16  U.S.C.  §  470h-2(f), 
provides  that  the  head  of  a  responsible  federal  agency  must,  "to  the  maximum  extent 
possible,  undertake  such  planning  and  actions  as  may  be  necessary  to  minimize  harm  to"  any 
national  historic  landmark  which  may  directly  and  adversely  be  affected  by 'any  federal 
undertaking.  The  federal  regulations  promulgated  pursuant  to  the  NHPA  set  forth  in 
further  detail  the  procedural  and  substantive  requirements  for  complying  with  the  statute. 
See  36  C.F.R.  Parts  63,  65,  68,  800,  and  801.  Therefore,  any  proposal  to  conduct  mining 
activities  on  federal  lands  would  be  subject  to  such  procedural  and  substantive  requirements. 
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More  importantly,  management  and  mitigation  decisions  could  be  made  on  the  basis  of  site 
specific  documentation  of  the  cultural  resources  and  detailed  plans  for  the  proposed  mining 
activity. . 

The  concepts  set  forth  in  the  DRMP/EIS  to  "limit"  or  "prohibit"  mining  are 
totally  inconsistent  with  the  substantive  standards  set  by  the  NHPA  and  the  referenced 
regulations.  Under  the  NHPA  and  the  associated  regulations,  Congress  was  careful  not  to 
prohibit  activities  which  adversely  affected  an  NHL,  but  rather  set  forth  a  procedure  by 
which  the  federal  agency  could  take  into  account  the  effects  of  the  proposed  federal  action 
on  historic  properties.  Judicial  interpretations  of  the  NHPA  and  its  regulations  consistently 
hold  that  the  effects  of  federal  or  federally-assisted  programs  on  historic  or  cultural 
resources  neither  forbid  the  destruction  of  historic  sites  nor  command  their  preservation. 
See,  e.g..  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage  v.  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco.  155  Cal.  Rptr.  401,  106  Cal.  App.  3d.  893  (1980);  Connecticut  Trust  for  Historic 
Preservation  v.  Interstate  Commerce  Commission.  841  F.2d  479  (2d.  Cir.  1988);  Sierra  Club 
v.  Clark.  774  F.2d  1406  (9th  Cir.  1985);  Nat'l  Indian  Youth  Council.  664  F.2d  220  (10th  Cir. 
1981).  Instead,  the  agencies  are  to  make  rational  decisions  concerning  these  resources, 
following  the  receipt  of  input  from  other  agencies,  local  governments,  and  interested 
persons.  Consequently,  a  comprehensive  substantive  and  procedural  structure  exists 
pursuant  to  the  NHPA  which  provides  for  the  protection  of  NHLs.  It  is  inconsistent  with 
this  law  and  its  regulations  for  the  BLM  to  attempt  to  make  planning  decisions  in  the 
DRMP/EIS  that  conflict  with  or  potentially  preempt  the  NHPA  regime.  Further,  BLM's 
effort  here  is  simply  bad  policy.  Determinations  concerning  the  protection  of  historic  and 
cultural  resources  properly  are  made  pursuant  to  the  NHPA.  See.  16  U.S.C.  §§  407f  and 
470h-2(f). 


Further,  the  DRMP/EIS  states  that  it  will  be  "establishing  limits  of  acceptable 
change  for  the  area  of  the  National  Historic  Landmark  [which]  would  significantly  benefit 
preservation  of  the  historic  setting  in  the  area."  See  P-  205  of  DRMP/EIS.  No 
identification  of  those  "limits  of  acceptable  change"  are  set  forth  in  the  DRMP/EIS.  Nor 
is  there  a  description  of  what  is  meant  by  the  "area  of  the  National  Historic  Landmark." 
Therefore,  the  public  has  no  ability  to  comment  upon  what  the  BLM  is  proposing  with 
respect  to  the  NHL  or  what  property  it  intends  to  impact  with  such  decision.  This  vagueness 
is  contrary  to  federal  law  and  regulation. 

In  addition  to  the  critical  procedural  and  substantive  shortcomings  indicated 
above,  the  facts  upon  which  the  DRMP/EIS  bases  its  attempts  at  cultural  resource  planning 
decisions  are  erroneous  and,  therefore,  have  no  support  in  the  law.  On  page  143,  the 
DRMP/EIS  states  that  the  Bodie  "[historic  cultural  properties  are  mostly  associated  with 
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mining  and  early  settlement  activities  throughout  the  resource  area.  . .  .  Many  historic  sites 
are  in  private  ownership.  The  most  notable  site  in  the  eastern  Sierra  is  Bodie  State  Park 
and  the  surrounding  Bodie  Bowl  area  which  is  designated  as  a  national  historic  landmark 


(one  of  only  two  on  Bureau  lands  in  California)."  (Emphasis  added).  The  Bodie  Bowl  is 
not  and  has  never  been  established  as  an  NHL.  To  the  extent  this  faulty  assumption  forms 
the  basis  for  other  decisions  in  the  DRMP/EIS  process  now  or  in  the  future,  those  decisions 
would  be  fundamentally  flawed  as  well. 

F.        SRMA  Designation 

At  pages  49  and  66  of  the  DRMP/EIS,  the  Bodie  Bowl  is  identified  as  a 
Special  Resource  Management  Area  ("SRMA").  No  justification  or  basis  for  such 
identification  is  provided,  which  is  inconsistent  with  the  BLM  planning  regulations.  The 
DRMP/EIS  states  that  "Bodie  Bowl  SRMA  will  be  managed  to  preserved  Bodie's  historic 
integrity  in  coordination  with  Bodie  State  Historic  Park."  Contrary  to  federal  law,  the 
DRMP/EIS  does  not  explain  what  the  consequences  of  this  management  decision  are;  nor 
does  it  describe  the  limitations  of  such  decision.  That  is,  will  the  SRMA  only  affect  lands 
within  the  existing  boundaries  of  the  Park  or  "within  observation  of  the  Park?"  (See  P-  120 
of  the  DRMP/EIS).  Or  does  the  management  decision  intend  to  affect  lands  outside  of  the 
Park's  boundaries?  These  inconsistencies  only  add  to  the  confusion  discussed  previously 
regarding  cultural  resources  and  visual  resource  management.  Without  additional 
information  in  the  record,  the  public  cannot  comment  in  a  meaningful  manner  on  the 
SRMA  designation  or  the  DRMP/EIS  and  accordingly  is  contrary  to  law. 


III.       CONCLUSION 

As  the  foregoing  comments  clearly  demonstrate,  the  DRMP/EIS  is  grossly 
inadequate  under  the  requirements  of  both  FLPMA  and  NEPA  The  DRMP/EIS  simply 
fails  to  adequately  document  current  or  proposed  resource  conditions.  A  critical  focal  point 
of  the  inadequacy  is  the  failure  of  the  document  and  supporting  administrative  record  to 
provide  sufficient  information  to  allow  the  public  an  opportunity  to  undertake  a  meaningful 
review  and  analysis  of  the  potential  impact  of  the  document  on  their  interests.  This  failure, 
along  with  the  clear  errors  in  the  document,  also  substantially  effects  the  accuracy  and 
validity  of  the  public  comments  received  on  the  DRMP/EIS.  Accordingly,  we  believe  that 
BLM  is  required  to  withdraw  the  document  and  prepare  a  revised  draft  for  public  review 
and  comment.  In  the  preparation  of  the  revised  draft,  BLM  must  eliminate  the  clear  anti- 
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mining  bias  in  the  current  document,  acknowledge  that  mineral  development  in  the  Bodie 
Bowl  is  a  matter  of  right  and  a  legitimate  land  use,  and  revise  the  management  policies  and 
decisions  so  that  they  do  not  unreasonably  restrict  or  preclude  such  development.  Thank 
you. 

Sincerely  yours, 

PARCEL,  MAURO,  HULTIN 
&  SPAANSTRA,  P.C. 


r    -. 


Dean  R.  Massey 
Eliza  F.  Hillhouse 

ATTORNEYS  FOR  BODIE 
CONSOLIDATED  MINING  COMPANY 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  55  (Dean  R.  Massey  for  Bodie 
Consolidated  Mining  Co.) 

55-1)  Resource  Area-wide,  the  draft  RMP  represents  a  balanced 
approach  to  managing  resources  as  specified  in  FLPMA.  The 
draft  allows  for  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield. 

The  RMP  does  not  affect  a  claimant's  property  rights  under  the 
1 872  Mining  Law. 

BLM  is  required  by  regulation  to  incorporate  all  local  and  state 
requirements  in  its  approval  of  development  projects.  A  recently- 
established  MOU  with  Mono  County  has  formalized  the 
requirements.  Mining  on  adjacent  private  property  will  be 
regulated  by  county  and  state  laws. 

BLM  recognizes  the  mineral  potential  of  the  Bodie  area.  This 
mineral  potential  is  unqualified  at  this  time.  In  contrast,  we 
know  we  have  cultural  resources  of  national  significance  which 
need  protection.  While  mineral  ownership  is  a  right  under  the 
1 872  mining  law,  mineral  development  is  a  privilege  that  requires 
responsible  environmental  management  under  FLPMA.  The 
RMP  establishes  guidelines  for  this  management. 

55-2)  Benefits  to  the  local  economy  are  a  consideration  for  review  of 
any  mining  project.  However,  cultural  and  historic  values  do  not 
have  equivalents  in  monetary  measure.  The  draft  RMP  does  not 
seek  to  eliminate  mining  from  the  Bodie  Bowl,  but  only  to  ensure 
adequate  protection  of  other  resources. 

The  popular  local  support  or  opposition  to  a  development 
project  is  important,  but  national  needs  must  also  be  considered. 
The  RMP  describes  a  management  goal  that  has  national 
significance. 
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55-3)  You  have  accurately  quoted  FLPMA,  and  your  opinions  have 
been  noted.  Implementation  of  FLPMA  does  not  require  multiple 
use  on  each  tiny  parcel  of  the  Public  Lands.  Where  one 
resource  is  of  overriding  concern,  management  of  that  area  may 
be  dedicated  to  that  resource.  The  intent  is  that  multiple  uses 
be  provided  for  somewhere  on  the  Public  Lands.  We  consider 
the  Bodie  National  Historic  Landmark  to  be  of  extreme 
importance  both  locally  and  nationally  and  have  made  the 
decision  to  protect  it  from  discretionary  projects  using  some  of 
the  restrictions  you  have  noted. 

Ingress  and  egress  to  a  mining  claim  does  not  have  to  be  given 
if  it  would  cause  irreparable  damage  to  cultural  and  historic 
resources.  This  possibility  was  known  at  the  time  that  the 
current  mining  claims  were  located.  Therefore,  it  is  not  a  "taking" 
of  property  to  deny  ingress  or  egress  on  that  basis. 

55-4)  Please  see  the  rewritten  minerals  impacts  section  in  Chapter  4 
for  a  review  of  impacts  upon  mineral  development.  Also  see  the 
general  Bodie  response  (p.5-5).  The  RMP  establishes 
management  direction  for  the  review  of  any  project  in  the  Bodie 
Bowl  area.  Specific  guidelines  will  be  developed  (with  full  public 
input)  following  completion  of  this  RMP.  To  date,  BLM  has  not 
received  a  specific  proposal  from  any  mining  operator.  If  a  plan 
of  operations  is  ever  submitted,  an  EA  or  EIS  will  be  prepared  to 
determine  if  it  can  meet  the  management  direction  and 
guidelines  set  forth  in  the  RMP.  Please  note,  the  VRM  I 
restriction  has  been  changed. 

55-5)  The  quotation  from  1601.1  is  that  BLM  "may"  consider  the 
guidance  developed.  We  have  utilized  this  guidance.  We  have 
also  provided  ample  opportunity  for  public  input  and  comment; 
see  response  51-1.  We  have  made  numerous  changes  to  our 
decisions  based  upon  that  input. 

55-6)  We  have  received  a  few  comments  that  parts  of  the  draft  EIS 
were  difficult  to  understand.  The  minerals  and  range  portions 
have  been  completely  rewritten  in  the  final. 


The  RMP  is  not  site-specific.  Management  goals  provide  general 
direction  for  entire  management  areas.  For  this  reason, 
operators  of  specific  projects  may  feel  that  the  plan  is  vague 
regarding  their  project.  This  is  not  a  failing  of  the  RMP.  Specific 
projects  will  be  evaluated  in  separate  environmental  documents. 

55-7)  The  RMP  recognizes  that  the  Bodie  Bowl  is  an  area  of  high 
mineral  potential.  We  have  no  data  to  indicate  precisely  where 
any  future  development  might  be  proposed.  Until  such  data  are 
submitted  by  industry,  management  must  be  based  on  existing 
data.  The  term  "known  mineral  resource"  assumes  quantification 
of  in-place  mineralization. 

We  have  coordinated  with  state  and  local  governments,  other 
federal  and  state  agencies,  and  Indian  tribal  groups.  State  and 
local  governments  allow  mineral  development  if  it  is  conducted 
in  an  environmentally  sound  manner.  This  RMP  does  the  same. 
At  Bodie,  we  recognize  the  importance  of  the  historic  resources 
associated  with  the  State  Park  and  the  National  Historic 
Landmark  and  have  made  decisions  to  protect  those  resources. 
Projects  which  can  be  designed  to  meet  the  guidelines  to  be 
developed  within  the  ACEC  plan  will  be  allowed.  Projects  which 
cannot  meet  the  guidelines  will  be  denied,  whether  for 
recreation,  wildlife  enhancement,  or  mineral  development. 

55-8)  The  information  required  in  BLM  Manual  section  1612  has  been 
included  in  the  RMP  for  the  Resource  Area  as  a  whole.  More 
detailed  and  specific  information  about  effects  of  a  potential 
mineral  development  in  the  Bodie  area  will  have  to  wait  until  a 
proposal  for  such  an  operation  is  made,  and  will  be  part  of  the 
separate  environmental  document  for  that  project.  At  that  time 
the  site-specific  socioeconomic  information  you  identified  will  be 
addressed. 

The  procedure  outlined  in  BLM  Manual  section  1616.7  for 
selection  of  a  preferred  alternative  was  followed. 
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The  perception  that  the  overall  document  is  overwhelmingly 
biased  against  mineral  development  in  favor  of  recreation  and 
wildlife  is  incorrect.  In  the  past,  recreation  and  wildlife  have  not 
been  properly  addressed.  In  fact  96%  of  the  Resource  Area  is 
open  to  mineral  entry  under  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

55-9)  Looking  at  the  entire  Resource  Area,  the  decision  is  a  "balanced" 
one.  There  is  no  requirement  that  it  be  so,  and  this  wording  has 
been  changed  in  the  final.  As  explained  above  (responses  55-3 
&  4),  FLPMA  does  not  require  that  each  individual  parcel  of  land 
be  managed  to  accommodate  every  potential  resource  use. 

The  Bodie  area  contains  a  mineral  resource  of  an  unknown 
quantity,  amount,  and  economic  availability  (source:  BCMC  is  still 
in  an  exploratory  phase  with  "no  plans  to  submit  a  mining  plan 
for  two  years"  -  personal  communications  with  Mark  Whitehead 
on  several  occasions). 

The  Bodie  area  contains  historic  resources  of  national 
significance  (National  Historic  Landmark  and  California  State 
Historic  Park). 

Our  management  intent  is  to  protect  the  historic  resources,  one 
part  of  which  is  the  integrity  of  the  historic  landscape.  There  is 
a  change  in  management  policy  between  the  draft  RMP  and  the 
older  Management  Framework  Plan  of  1982.  The  decisions  we 
are  proposing,  with  the  guidelines  and  "limits  of  acceptable 
change"  which  will  be  developed  with  future  public  input,  are 
intended  to  better  protect  these  nationally  significant  resources 
from  all  types  of  potentially  damaging  projects. 

Whether  or  not  these  decisions  will  effectively  prevent  BCMC 
from  developing  its  patented  and  unpatented  mining  claims  in 
and  around  the  Bodie  Bowl  would  be  more  properly  addressed 
in  a  separate  site-specific  EIS  upon  receipt  of  a  Plan  of 
Operations  from  BCMC.  BCMC  also  has  the  option  of  taking  its 
claims  to  patent. 

Your  comments  about  VRM  and  ACEC  classifications  are 
addressed  in  the  general  Bodie  response. 


55-10)  The  actual  guidelines,  criteria,  and  standards  for  proposed 
projects  in  the  Bodie  area  will  be  developed  in  a  separate  ACEC 
plan  that  keys  off  the  guidelines  made  in  the  RMP.  As  stated 
above,  the  management  intent  is  to  protect  the  nationally 
significant  historic  resources. 

The  management  direction  described  in  the  RMP  is  based  on 
available  data.  Therefore,  the  decisions  based  on  these  data  are 
neither  arbitrary  nor  capricious. 

55-11)  The  statistical  analysis  of  impacts  to  minerals  from  other 
resources  is  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  plan. 

The  minerals  sections  of  the  final  have  been  rewritten  to  clarify 
some  of  the  confusion.  The  term  "effective  withdrawal"  has  been 
removed. 

55-12)  References  to  Bodie  as  a  mining  "super  project"  have  been 
removed  from  the  final.  The  RMP  does  not  evaluate  specific 
projects  based  on  their  proximity  to  other  potentially 
incompatible  uses. 

The  historic  resources  have  been  in  place  for  over  100  years 
and  their  value  was  recognized  in  1961  through  designation  of 
the  National  Historic  Landmark.  This  was  long  before  BCMC 
became  involved  in  exploration  at  Bodie.  This  RMP  is  focusing 
the  management  direction  to  protect  those  recognized  resource 
values,  no  matter  what  activity  might  be  proposed  at  a  later  date 
within  the  area. 

55-13)  The  decision  to  enhance  wildlife  and  recreational  values  on 
lands  adjacent  to  possible  future  mining  projects  is  an 
acceptable  choice  between  various  management  alternatives. 
This  decision  does  not  necessarily  prohibit  future  mining;  it  only 
sets  certain  guidelines  that  any  future  development  proposal 
must  meet. 


5-150 


We  recognize  the  national  significance  of  the  historic  resources 
associated  with  Bodie  and  have  made  decisions  to  protect  those 
resources.  Projects  will  be  allowed  which  can  be  designed  to 
meet  the  protective  guidelines  to  be  developed.  Projects  which 
cannot  meet  the  guidelines  will  be  denied,  whether  for  mineral 
development  or  other  purposes. 

We  recognize  that  BCMC  has  valid  existing  rights  under  the 
mining  law.  We  have  the  responsibility  to  protect  the  resources 
of  the  area  as  well  as  allow  commodity  production.  We 
recognize  that  there  appears  to  be  some  conflict  between  the 
mining  law  and  subsequent  environmental  protection  laws  which 
we  are  also  required  to  administer. 

55-14)  Please  see  chapter  4  of  the  final  RMP,  in  which  the  minerals 
sections  have  been  rewritten. 

The  classification  of  future  projects  as  "super"  projects  has  been 
deleted  from  the  final  RMP.  It  is  recognized  that  most  mining 
projects  are  small  (less  than  10,000  tons),  but  that  a  few  will  be 
comparatively  large  (greater  than  1 ,000,000  tons).  Based  on  our 
general  knowledge  of  disseminated  gold  deposits  in  the  western 
U.S.,  we  expect  that  the  Bodie  Bowl  may  contain  a  relatively 
large  low-grade  deposit.  That  is  why  we  initially  described  it  as 
a  possible  "super  project". 

55-1 5)    Again,  please  see  Chapter  4  of  the  final  RMP. 

The  estimate  that  50%  of  the  mineral  deposits  would  be 
developed  reflected  our  best  guess  of  effects  throughout  the 
Bodie  Management  Area.  We  did  not  attempt  to  distinguish 
between  impacts  to  development  on  private  and  public  lands. 

The  prescription  of  multiple  use  does  not  require  that  every 
single  deposit  be  developed,  but  only  that  some  deposits  be 
permitted  in  order  to  meet  multiple  use/sustained  yield  goals. 

55-1 6)  The  percentages  of  impact  to  minerals  from  visual,  seasonal  and 
year-long  restrictions  were  established  by  a  matrix  which  overlaid 
various  resource  restrictions  with  a  general  mineral  potential 


map.  The  overlay  process  shows  percentages  of  overlap,  but 
the  analysis  was  not  tied  to  specific  claims.  This  matrix  is 
reproduced  as  a  Table  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final.  Restrictions 
which  apply  to  the  Bodie  area  under  Alternative  4  are  year-long 
(i.e.  the  ACEC).  These  restrictions  apply  only  to  federal  lands, 
not  to  the  private  lands. 

55-17)  The  estimate  that  9  mineral  deposits  will  not  be  developed  has 
been  deleted  from  the  rewritten  analysis  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final. 

55-18)  Please  see  response  54-4  for  an  explanation  of  these  figures. 
They  have  been  deleted  from  the  final.  These  impacts  would 
properly  be  addressed  in  an  EIS,  should  we  receive  a  proposal 
for  mineral  development  at  Bodie. 

The  cultural  and  historic  resources  of  the  Bodie  Bowl  are  of 
national  significance  upon  which  it  is  impossible  to  place  a 
monetary  value.  We  have  rewritten  portions  of  the  final  to  more 
clearly  indicate  our  intention  to  protect  these  resources.  We 
recognize  that  protection  of  these  resources  will  have  a  direct 
consequence  on  the  cost  of  mining  in  the  Bodie  Bowl  and  may 
result  in  smaller  amounts  of  material  that  can  be  mined  at  a 
profit.  The  50%  figure  was  our  best  estimate  of  impact  to  mining 
based  on  available  data.  It  may  be  that  the  50%  figure  is  too 
low,  but  this  cannot  be  determined  without  additional  data  and 
environmental  review  which  will  occur  should  we  receive  a  plan 
of  operations  from  BCMC. 

55-19)  The  RMP  guidelines  apply  only  to  public  lands.  The  plan 
prescribes  no  management  direction  for  private  lands.  The 
impact  analysis  of  Alternatives  1-4  did  not  make  a  distinction 
between  the  distribution  of  private  and  public  lands  in  the 
management  area,  because  it  was  a  regionally-based  statistical 
analysis. 
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The  RMP  does  not  constitute  nor  does  it  prescribe  a  taking"  of 
property  rights.  It  describes  the  environmental  goals  that  BLM 
desires  to  meet  within  the  life  of  the  plan.  A  decision  on  the 
issue  of  "taking"  may  be  made  after  a  mining  plan  of  operations 
is  submitted  to  BLM.  This  decision  will  be  reached  through  the 
NEPA  process  at  that  time. 

55-20)  Executive  Order  1230  applies  only  to  site-specific  actions,  and 
not  to  RMP  documents.  Since  taking"  actions  are  neither 
expressed  nor  implied  by  the  RMP,  the  taking"  implementation 
analyses  are  not  required. 

55-21 )  The  establishment  of  an  ACEC  for  the  Bodie  Bowl  was  based  on 
minimum  BLM  regulatory  requirements. 

55-22)  Your  citations  of  BLM  regulation  and  manual  are  noted.  Both 
relevance  and  importance  for  the  ACEC  were  established  and 
documented  according  to  these  regulatory  guidelines.  The 
Bodie  State  Park  and  National  Historic  Landmark  contain  cultural 
values  of  national  significance. 

55-23)  The  baseline  minerals  inventory  upon  which  the  RMP  goals  were 
established  is  contained  in  the  GEM  inventories  for  the  Bodie 
Wilderness  Study  Area.  Cultural  inventories  for  establishment  of 
the  National  Historic  Landmark  were  done  by  the  National  Park 
Service.  There  are  ongoing  studies  to  properly  designate  a 
boundary,  but  the  original  establishment  of  the  Landmark  is 
evidence  of  the  significance  of  that  resource. 

55-24)  The  RMP  describes  a  general  environmental  goal  for  the  entire 
Bodie  Management  Area  and  the  ACEC.  Site-specific 
management  stipulations  within  the  ACEC  will  be  detailed  in  the 
ACEC  plan  which  will  follow  the  RMP.  Completion  of  this  plan 
will  include  full  public  participation. 

55-25)  Effects  of  management  prescriptions  on  minerals  resources  need 
not  be  analyzed  as  part  of  the  ACEC  designation.  At  this  time, 
we  have  received  no  proposal  for  mineral  development  upon 
which  to  base  any  such  analysis.  The  effect  of  the  designation 
upon  developmental  proposals  will  be  considered  as  part  of  the 


environmental    review   of   specific   projects   which    may 
proposed  within  the  ACEC  in  the  future. 


be 


55-26)  A  rationale  for  the  designation  of  the  ACEC  is  contained  within 
the  rationale  for  the  Bodie  Mountain  Management  Area  in 
Chapter  2  of  the  final  RMP. 

Time  frames  for  implementation  of  the  ACEC  are  within  a  DEC 
tracking  system  in  the  resource  area  office.  This  system 
contains  time  frames  and  costs  of  implementation  of  all  of  the 
decisions  within  the  RMP.  It  is  available  for  public  inspection. 

55-27)  The  area  covered  by  the  ACEC  was  established  according  to 
guidelines  set  forth  in  43  CFR  1610.7-2,  and  was  made  as  small 
as  possible,  yet  large  enough  to  protect  the  cultural  and  historic 
values  therein. 

55-28)  The  draft  RMP  management  prescriptions  are  neither  arbitrary 
nor  capricious  because  they  are  based  on  cultural  and  mineral 
inventories  that  were  objective  and  unbiased  as  per  BLM 
regulation  and  manual  requirements. 

55-29)  The  VRM  classification  for  the  Bodie  Bowl  has  been  modified  in 
the  final  RMP.  See  the  general  response  to  Bodie  comments  for 
an  explanation.  Also  see  minerals  general  response  (p.5-13), 
item  3. 

55-30)  See  the  general  Bodie  response  for  a  full  description  of  our 
management  intent  within  the  Bodie  Bowl. 

Knowing  that  there  is  potential  for  damage  to  the  nationally 
significant  resources  within  the  Bodie  Bowl,  the  BLM  is  taking  a 
proactive  approach  to  protect  those  resources  by  establishing 
developmental  standards  for  any  project  (mining  or  otherwise). 
The  "limits  of  acceptable  change"  guidelines  will  be  developed 
following  completion  of  the  RMP.  As  this  federal  action  will  have 
an  effect  upon  a  significant  cultural  resource,  there  will  be 
Section  106  consultation,  as  well  as  input  from  the  public  and 
numerous  involved  agencies. 
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The  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  does  not  automatically 
preclude  mining.  However,  it  does  describe  mitigation  practices 
that  must  be  followed  in  any  land  management  exercise.  We 
have  incorporated  these  rules  into  the  RMP. 

55-31)  Designation  of  the  Bodie  Bowl  as  a  Special  Recreation 
Management  Area  is  consistent  with  BLM  planning  regulation 
and  with  FLPMA.  This  designation  will  result  in  more 
management  attention  to  recreational  activities  within  the  Bowl, 
and  will  not  affect  mining  or  other  programs.  Again,  our 
management  does  not  apply  to  non-federal  lands. 

55-32)  The  information  upon  which  we  have  based  the  RMP  decisions 
is  contained  within  the  RMP  and  administrative  records.  Again, 
while  allowing  mineral  development  on  public  lands,  we  are  also 
responsible  to  protect  other  resource  values.  This  plan  was 
developed  with  public  input  as  well  as  input  from  many  resource 
specialists,  and  does  provide  for  the  protection  and  development 
of  the  many  resources  we  manage.  It  is  the  final,  and  there  will 
not  be  another  draft. 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Bishop  Resource  Area 
787  North  Main  Street,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  Ca.  93514 


January  16,  1991 


Comments  on  the  Bishop  Resource  Management 
Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


P 


Section  202(c)(7)  of  the  FLPMA,  states  "the  Bureau  will  weigh 
long  term  benefits  to  the  public  against  short  term  benefits". 
To  that  end,  mining  has  little  benefit  compared  to  recreational 
and  visual  attributes,  and  even  if  a  reasonable  reclamation  plan 
is  completed,  the  net  affect  left  on  the  economy  after  a  mine  ia 
closed  in  negative.  Therefore,  recreational,  environmental, 
historical,  and  visual  should  have  precedence  over  mining,  and 
mining  should  not  be  permitted  unless  these  other  values  are 
negligible  (with  long  term  use  in  mind). 

No  12  of  the  general  policy  states  "Blm  will  comply  with  provi- 
sions of  section  106  of  the  Historic  Preservation  Act  including 
consultation  with  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  and  the 
National  Advisory  Council  for  actions  which  may  impact  signifi- 
cant cultural  resources,"  The  State  Historic  Preservation  Office 
opposes  any  mining  in  the  vicinity  of  Bodie. 

General  Policy  should  be  adjusted  to  give  greater  importance  to 
recreational  and  visual  qualities  over  mining  interests.  The 
plan,  as  is,  gives  an  overriding  acceptance  of  mining  over  any 
other  uses.  There  should  be  an  easy  avenue  for  removing  a  mining 
designation  when  a  greater  ubb  is  identified,  at  least  because 
the  mining  "maps"  /  mineral  resource  designations,  are  not  accu- 
rate. 

For  the  most  part,  mining  will  take  place  within  several  miles  of 
major  roadways.  Considering  scenic  or  pleasure  driving  is  the 
second  most  popular  form  of  recreation  in  the  Country,  views  from 
roadways  should  all  be  classified  as  Visual  Resource  Management 
2,  not  withstanding  obvious  sections  of  future  development.  The 
importance  of  protecting  the  visual  viewshed  from  the  roadway 
should  be  considered  for  most,  if  not  all,  of  the  roadways  in 
accordance  with  the  National  Scenic  Byways  program. 

It  was  not  clear  from  what  sources  the  mining  designations 
(identification  of  resources)  came  from.  Any  3uch  designation 
should  be  from  USGS  surveyed  process. 
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Remove  Bodia  Bowl  and  all  area's  surrounding  it  from  potential 
mining  classification  and  classify  as  ACEC.  Address  the  impact 
of  mining  trucks  on  the  same  roads  that  are  heavily  used  by 
visitors  /  tourists  /  sightseers,  and  re  -  direct,  or  prohibit. 
These  same  considerations  should  be  added  to  the  Potato  Peak 
area,  and  Dog  Town  area,  Hot  creek  area,  and  Alabama  Hills  area. 


iMining  designation  should  be  removed  from 
I  ACEC  would  be  more  appropriate. 


the  Alabama  Hills. 


It  appears  as  if  the  proposed  alignment  of  power  lines  has  been 
to  merely  use  a  straight  line  of  least  resistance,  rather  than 
considering  present  and  future  impact  on  sensitive  area's  and 
viewshed.  Analyze  alternatives  for  least  impact  on  visual  and 
sensitive  areas  for  power  line  placement (s) ,  and  require  place- 
ment accordingly. 

Though  unlikely,  I  recommend  switching  management  of  Oeothermal 
from  BLM  to  USPS. 


Submitted  by: 


(faxed  Januarv_17,  1991) 


Greg  Newbry 

P.O.  BOX  526 

Mammoth  Lakes,  Ca.  93546 

619-934-6925  Hm 

619-934-8983  Wk 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  56  (Greg  Newbry) 

56-1)  The  preferred  alternative  has  established  long-term  resource 
condition  standards  throughout  the  resource  area.  Resource 
condition  standards  encompass  recreation,  visual  resources, 
historic  values,  wildlife  habitat,  etc.  Most  of  the  resource  area  is 
open  to  mineral  exploration/development  (96%)  and  livestock 
grazing  (81%).  All  land  uses  would  be  required  to  conform  to 
these  objectives. 

56-2)      Thank  you  for  your  comment;  it  has  been  noted. 

56-3)      Please  see  response  37-1. 

56-4)  Visual  resource  management  classes  were  increased  in  the 
preferred  alternative  along  viewsheds  considered  sensitive  to 
landscape  contrasts.  A  close  review  of  the  preferred  alternative 
in  comparison  to  Alternative  1  (present  management)  will  reveal 
that  visual  resources  protection  along  most  scenic  byways  was 
maintained  or  increased.  Overall,  48%  of  the  resource  area  is 
under  VRM  1  and  2  in  the  preferred  alternative  while  26%  is 
under  VRM  1  and  2  in  the  present  management  alternative. 

56-5)  The  sources  to  identify  mineral  potential  include  past  and  current 
mineral  activity,  production  reports,  known  mineral  resource 
maps,  geological  maps,  and  the  professional  judgement  of 
Bureau  geologists. 

56-6)      Bodie  Bowl  is  proposed  as  an  ACEC. 

Until  a  mining  proposal  is  received,  an  assessment  of  potential 
impacts  must  be  general  (we  don't  know  which  roads  might  be 
used,  etc.). 

Your  comments  about  Potato  Peak,  Hot  Creek,  Dog  Town  and 
Alabama  Hills  are  noted.  Similar  designations  were  considered 
for  these  areas. 
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56-7)  A  minerals  withdrawal  was  considered  under  Alternative  1 
(present  management)  but  was  determined  to  be  unnecessary 
because  the  area  has  low  locatable  mineral  development 
potential.  The  likelihood  of  mineral  impacts  to  the  area's  scenic 
values  is  considered  unlikely.  Also,  the  current  Alabama  Hills 
Special  Recreation  Management  Area  (SRMA)  designation  would 
provide  protection  and  management  of  the  area  similar  to  that  of 
an  ACEC. 

56-8)  The  three  east-west  corridor  areas  considered  were  the  only 
areas  identified  in  which  existing  or  proposed  land  use 
allocations,  terrain,  or  management  emphasis  did  not  necessarily 
preclude  transmission  line  corridor  uses.  They  were  not 
identified  based  upon  their  location  or  a  "straight  line  of  least 
resistance"  criterion.  The  impacts  section  of  the  draft  RMP  gives 
the  estimated  impacts  of  corridor  use  on  specific  resources 
within  each  of  the  areas  considered.  See  the  general  response 
for  the  corridor  study  (p.5-16). 

56-9)  Congress,  through  the  Geothermal  Steam  Act  (PL  91  -581 ),  gave 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  authority  to  direct  BLM  to  manage 
geothermal  energy.  In  addition,  national  policy  as  set  in  the 
interagency  agreement  between  BLM  and  USFS  directs  BLM  to 
manage  geothermal  leases  on  USFS  land. 
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TRI  VALLEY  PLANNING  ADVISORY  COMMISSION 

P.  0.  BOX  723 
BISHOP,  £A.   93515 

January  17,  1991 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Bishop  Resource  Area 
787  N.  Main  St. 
Bishop,  Ca.   93514 

Re:  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan 

Attention:  C.  Holden  Brink 
Team  Leader 

Dear  Mr.  Brink: 

As  a  result  of  the  Tri  Valley  Planning  Advisory  Commission 
meeting  held  on  January  9,  1991,  I  am  writing  to  establish 
the  commission's  opposition  to  any  proposed  power  line 
corridors  in  the  Tri  Valley  area  (Benton,  Hammil  Valley 
and  Chalfant  Valley).  It  was  the  general  feeling  of  the 
members  of  the  commission  that  they  would  not  be  in  favor 
of  any  new  power  line  corridors  in  close  proximity  to  a 
populated  area. 

Other  than  the  adverse  effect  on  the  scenic  beauty,  there 
is  great  concern  that  there  would  also  be  adverse  effects 
on  the  health  of  the  general  public.   There  have  been 
studies  made  which  are  still  ongoing  regarding  the  possible 
health  problems  from  the  emmission  of  EMF.  Our  commission 
has  read  a  great  deal  of  information  regarding  the  dangers 
of   living  near  and  working  on  high  tension  lines. 

We  feel  that  prior  to  any  new  power  line  corridors  being 
approved,  there  should  be  substantial  evidence  that  there 
would  be  no  adverse  impact  on  the  health  of  the  people. 

Thank  you  for  attending  our  meeting  and  providing  us  with 
valuable  information. 

Our  Commission  of  fifteen  (15)  members  represents  the 
residents  of  the  three  valleys.  We  hold  monthly  meetings 
which  are  open  to  the  public. 

Thank  you  again. 

Very  truly  yours, 


V 


Y&itttfdL 


Betty  Potterville 
Secretary 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  57 
Commission) 


(Tri-Valley  Planning  Advisory 


57-1)  The  draft  RMP's  preferred  alternative  designates  the  existing 
north-south  DC  Intertie  route  as  a  transmission  line  corridor. 
There  are  no  new  corridors  being  proposed  for  designation 
within  Benton,  Hammil,  or  Chalfant  Valley.  Corridor  designation 
■  of  the  DC  Intertie  route  does  not  make  it  more  probable  that  the 
Tri-Valley  area  would,  at  some  future  point  in  time,  be  considered 
for  a  new  transmission  line  corridor  (see  response  7-2). 

The  corridor  study  considered  and  addressed  the  issue  of 
possible  health  problems  associated  with  prolonged  human 
exposure  to  electromagnetic  fields  emitted  by  high  voltage 
transmission  lines.  See  p.208  of  the  draft  RMP.  See  also  the 
EMF  section  of  the  general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.5- 
16,  final  RMP). 


j»-( 


January  16,1991 

BLM  Bishop  Resource  Area 
787  North  Main  St.,  Suite  P 
,  Bishop,  Ca      93514 

Re:  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Enviromental  Impact  Statement 

Four  J  Cattle  Corporation  Is  a  family  corporation  Involved  In  extensive 
farm  and  livestock  production  In  Inyo  and  Mono  Counties    The  ranch 
consists  of  private  land  leased  from  Los  Angeles  Department  of  Water  and 
Power,  various  BLM  and  Inyo  National  Forest  Service  permits    Our  Long 
Valley  lease  encompasses  land  along  the  Owens  River  from  approximately 
one  mile  north  of  Benton  Crossing  to  Crowley  Lake,  Lelghton  Springs  to 
the  east,  and  North  Landing  to  the  west.    We  hold  the  Wilfred  Creek 
allotment.    Ranching  operations  have  changed  little  in  the  last  40  years 
in  this  area     Four  J  Cattle  depends  on  this  area  for  summer  pasture  for  a 
portion  of  our  cow  herd. 

Livestock  grazing  is  an  integral  part  of  the  economy  of  the  Eastern  Sierra 
The  elimination  of  grazing  appears  to  be  a  major  theme  of  the  Management 
plan.  Acquisition  of  privately  held  lands  primarily  used  for  grazing  in  the 
Long  Valley  area,  would  have  severe  economic  and  social  impact  on 
ranchers  there.    Any  land  acquisition  by  the  BLM  Is  unacceptable 
Attempts  by  the  BLM  to  take  private  land  off  the  local  tax  rolls  would 
cause  f  lanancial  hardships  on  already  distressed  local  governments 
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As  the  permittee  on  the  Wilfred  Creek  Allotment  in  the  Long  Valley 
Management  area  for  last  twenty  four  years,  I  have  been  aware  of 
fluctuations  of  the  sage  grouse  population.    Management  decisions 
concerning  hunting  have  had  more  of  an  Impact  on  the  sage  grouse  than 
livestock  grazing    Without  a  hunting  season,  sage  grouse  have  f  lorlshed 
under  present  grazing  management.  Hunting,  poaching,  and  recreational 
presssures  (unauthorized  use  of  hot  springs)  cause  major  problems  lor 
the  sage  grouse     Sage  grouse  use  our  Irrigated  meadows  as  strutting 
grounds 

Concerning  the  Owens  Valley  Management  Area  ,  the  statement  on  page 
46:  "If  tule  elk  numbers  decline  to  less  than  440  due  to  competition  with 
livestock,  a  livestock  adjustment  will  be  considered",  Is  a  ludicrous 
statement    Livestock  competition  never  has,  and  never  will  have  an  effect 
on  the  number  of  tule  elk  .  Tule  elk  have  flourished  In  the  Owen  Valley 
since  their  introduction     Our  ranch  is  the  home  of  the  Tinnemaha  herd. 
Fish  Springs  herd,  Goodale  herd,  and  a  portion  of  the  Independence  herd    In 
the  dry  years  since  1986  to  present,  many  of  the  elk  survive  solely  on  our 
alfalfa  fields.  Their  numbers  have  not  decreased.    Increased  protection  of 
the  elk  calving  areas  Is  not  needed.   This  report  appears  to  be  a  wildlife 
biologists  wish  list  with  little  regard  for  established  multiple  use 
concepts  governing  BLM  lands. 

Mark  Johns     (J 
Four  J  Cattle  Corp. 
Star  Rt,  Box  5 
Big  Pine,  Ca    93513 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  58  (Mark  Johns) 

58-1)  Grazing  on  acquired  lands  can  continue  under  BLM  multiple  use 
management,  so  serious  economic  and  social  impacts  on 
ranchers  are  not  anticipated.  See  also  general  responses  for 
acquisitions  and  disposals  (p.5-9)  and  for  livestock  grazing  (p.5- 
10). 

58-2)  We  appreciate  your  concern  with  the  condition  of  the  Long 
Valley  sage  grouse  population.  Your  comment  has  been 
considered  in  the  final  plan. 

58-3)  We  are  aware  that  tule  elk  use  alfalfa  fields  in  the  Owens  Valley. 
Our  concern  with  elk  calving  areas  and  livestock  involves  the 
spatial  displacement  of  elk  cows  from  birthing  areas  and  not 
forage  competition.  Your  comment  has  been  considered  in  the 
final  plan. 
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SIERRA  CLUB 


California/Nevada  RCC  Mining  Committee 
P.O.  Drawer  W,  Independence,  CA  93526 
Stan  Haye,  Chair.  (61 9)  878-2244 


1/14/90 


Re:  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan 

Dear  Sir: 

The  Sierra  Club  recognizes  that  mining  is  a  valuable  and  necessary 
activity,  and  that  mining  done  in  an  environmentally  sound  manner  should 
be  allowed. 

However,  there  are  some  areas  where  mining  should  be  closely  regulated, 
discouraged,  or  not  allowed.   The  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  should 
identify  these  areas  and  appropriately  regulate  mining. 


The  preferred  alternative  does  not  prote 
seriously  compromised  by  mining.  In  the 
resources  values,  such  as  scenic,  wildli 
highest  value.  Specifically,  the  entire 
Southern  Inyo  Mountains  should  be  withdr 
1B72  mining  law,  as  well  as  ACEC's,  and 
should  be  withdrawn  from  geothermal  leas 
need  to  be  clearly  identified,  and  minin 
these  areas  should  be  strictly  regulated 
and  directives. 


ct  areas  which  could  be 
se  sensitive  areas,  other 
fe,  or  plants,  should  be  the 

Bodie  management  area  and  the 
awn  from  the  operation  of  the 

a  buffer  zone  around  Mono  Lake 
ing.   Wilderness  Study  Areas 
g  on  valid  existing  claims  in 

according  to  IMP  regulations 


VRM  objectives  are  not  adequate  to  protect  Bodie  and  the  WSA's,  as  they 
do  not  address  the  many  problems  other  than  visual  that  mining  can 
cause,  such  as  water  quality,  noise,  and  seismic  effects  from  blasting. 
The  Southern  Inyo  Mountains  contain  several  plants  and  animals  that  are 
candidates  for  threatened/endangered  species  listing,  as  well  as  an 
outstanding  place  for  wilderness  recreation.  The  BLM  should  also  be 
supporting  the  State  of  California  in  its  objectives  of  providing  a 
unique,  outstanding  visitor  experience  in  Bodie  State  Park,  not 
undermining  it  by  allowing  a  modern,  destructive  mine  not  in  keeping 
with  the  historic  mining  in  the  area.   Economic  benefits  of  the  mine 
must  be  balanced  against  the  economic  benefits  of  no  mine,  and  it  should 
also  be  noted  that  gold  is  not  a  critical  mineral. 

I  As  noted  in  your  December  21  letter,  the  current  level  of  mining 

ctivity  should  be  correctly  stated,  and  that  any  inaccurate  assumptions 
oncerning  mining  impact  should  be  corrected.  Also,  it  should  be  made 
clear  that  mitigation  and  reclamation  are  as  much  a  part  of  the  cost  of 
mining  as  the  Mine  and  Mill  Dept . ,  and  that  the  amount  of  mitigation  and 
reclamation  required  is  dependent  on  that  required  to  protect  the  other 
public  resources,  not  on  the  economic  viability  of  the  mine. 

Sincerely, 

Stan  Haye        ]/ 

To  explore,  enjoy,  and  protect  the  wild  places  of  the  earth.  .  . 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  59  (Stan  Haye,  Sierra  Club  Mining 
Committee) 

59-1)  Land  uses  proposed  on  public  lands  would  be  required  to 
conform  to  resource  condition  standards  identified  in  the  final 
RMP.  This  includes  scenic  values,  DPCs,  etc.  Mining  is 
permitted  but  must  conform  to  the  condition  standards.  A 
portion  of  the  southern  Inyo  Mountains  would  be  withdrawn  from 
mineral  entry  if  ft  is  designated  wilderness.  The  remainder  of  the 
southern  Inyos  would  be  open  for  mineral  entry. 

Although  it  would  prevent  new  claim  entry,  a  minerals  withdrawal 
in  the  Bodie  Bowl  would  not  affect  existing  claimants'  rights  to 
develop  their  claims.  Most  of  the  Bodie  Bowl  is  currently 
claimed.  Except  for  our  proposed  withdrawal  in  a  portion  of  the 
Bodie  Bowl  (see  p.2-22,  final  RMP),  areas  where  mineral 
development  potential  is  moderate  to  high  were  not  withdrawn 
because  it  was  believed  that  overall  resource  condition 
standards  could  be  accomplished  through  Bureau  regulation 
and  policy.  In  other  locations  such  as  ACECs  or  geothermal 
leasing  areas,  it  was  determined  that  the  area's  resource  values 
would  be  minimally  affected  by  minerals  related  development 
because  of  low  potential. 

See  Chapter  One,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 

59-2)  We  agree  that  VRM  objectives  are  not  adequate  by  themselves 
to  protect  an  area.  WSAs  are  protected  as  needed,  as  well  as 
through  the  3802  regulations. 

Comment  noted  on  southern  Inyos. 
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Protection  of  Bodie  and  the  National  Historic  Landmark  is  one  of 
the  prime  goals  of  the  RMP.  While  there  has  been  no  proposal 
for  an  open-pit  gold  mine  on  Bodie  Bluff,  we  are  aware  of  the 
potential  for  such  a  proposal.  Our  decisions  relating  to  the 
Bodie  Bowl  are  intended  to  protect  the  historic  and  visual 
resources  of  the  National  Historic  Landmark  and  proposed 
AC  EC  by  setting  standards  or  criteria  that  any  proposed  project 
(be  it  wildlife  enhancement,  recreation  or  mining)  must  meet. 
See  the  general  Bodie  response  (p.5-5). 

59-3)      See  the  geothermal  general  response  (p.5-15). 
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Mr.  Michael  A.  Ferguson 
Area  Manager 
Bishop  Resource  Area 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
787  N.  Main  Street,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA    93514 

SUBJECT:   Draft  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan 
and  Environmental   Impact  Statement 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  your  draft  Plan  for  the 
Bishop  Resource  Area.  Southern  California  Edison  Company  strongly 
supports  multiple  use  planning  and  the  overall  objectives  of  this  Plan. 
We  are  especially  pleased  with  the  cooperation  shown  between  the 
Bureau  and  the  U.  S.  Forest  Service  to  recognize  the  importance  of 
utility  corridors  and  including  a  corridor  study  as  a  major  component  of 
this  plan. 

The  designation  of  the  Soldier  Canyon  east-west  planning  corridor  is  of 
special  importance  for  the  development  of  future  options  to  supply  the 
electrical  energy  requirements  of  Southern  California.  While  Southern 
California  Edison  Company  does  not  have  an  immediate  need  for 
additional  power  sources,  the  designation  of  corridors  by  the  land 
management  agencies  will  aid  in  identifying  the  most  economical  and 
feasible  means  of  providing  for  our  customers'  future  needs. 

Following  are  specific  comments  on  the  Plan: 

1.  The  Plan  (page  51)  indicates  that  corridors  were  not  designated  along 
the  115kV  transmission  lines  to  Mammoth  as  the  lines  have  sufficient 
capacity  to  meet  the  electrical  needs  for  the  next  15  years.  While  we 
agree  that  a  corridor  designation  is  not  appropriate  along  this  route,     it 
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could  be  necessary  to  upgrade  one  or  more  of  the  115kV  lines  traversing 
the  Resource  Area  during  this  period.    An  upgrade  could  consist  of  the 
installation    of    new   conductors,    new    structures   or   additional    circuits, 
increasing  the  voltage  level  or  other  such  modification. 

2.  The  third  condition  (page  49)  applicable  to  the  corridors  should 
clarify  that  the  study  would  only  be  conducted  for  the  portion  of  the 
corridor  to  be  occupied  by  the  new  ROW. 

3.  Conditions  Applying  to  all  Corridor  Alternatives  (page  90) 

a.  Condition  13.  The  requirement  to  restore  and  revegetate  all 
disturbed  areas  does  not  appear  to  be  appropriate  for  areas  where  there 
is   no   environmental    sensitivity. 

b.  Condition  15.  The  requirement  appears  to  assume  that  all 
structures  will  be  painted.  Actually  painting  should  only  be  considered 
in  cases  where  there  are  extremely  high  visual  sensitivities. 

4.  Impact  on  Prolonged  Human  Exposure  to  Electro-Magnetic  Fields 
(page  208) 

a.  Paragraph  1,  line  3,  change  "...  exposure  to  electomagnetic  fields 
(EMF)  emitted  by  electric  transmission  lines."  to  "...  exposure  to  power 
frequency  (60  hertz)  electric  and  magnetic  (EM)  fields  from  electric 
transmission    lines." 

b.  Paragraph  3,  line  7,  Replace  "universally"  with  "generally". 

c.  Paragraph  4,  line  5,  delete  "Furthermore,  research  ...  centerline". 
We  have  no  knowledge  of  any  research  projects  that  have  identified  any 
specific  distance  from  a  transmission  line  as  being  safe  or  unsafe. 

Again,  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  your  draft  plan.  If 
there  are  any  questions  regarding  these  comments,  please  contact  me  at 
818-302-0267. 


Sincerely, 


fro 


F.  R.  OWINC3S 

Real   Properties  Consultant 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  60  (Southern  California  Edison 
Company) 

60-1)  The  plan  would  not  cancel  existing  rights  held  by  SCE  for  these 
lines.  Some  modification  could  be  done  within  the  constraints 
of  the  existing  right-of-way  grant.  If  the  upgrading  went  beyond 
what  is  authorized  by  the  grant,  a  right-of-way  amendment  would 
be  required.  In  this  case,  mitigation  in  the  yearlong  protection 
zone  could  increase  construction  costs,  but  it  would  not  prohibit 
upgrading  or  modification  of  the  lines. 

60-2)  Condition  #3.  is  purposely  intended  to  make  the  first  applicant 
for  a  R-O-W,  within  either  of  the  designated  north-south 
corridors,  responsible  for  a  study  to  determine  not  only  the 
impacts  of  the  applicant's  proposal,  but  also  the  impacts  of 
additional  lines  within  the  corridor.  From  such  a  study,  land 
management  agencies  will  be  able  to  make  both  immediate  and 
long-range  decisions  with  respect  to  both  the  applicant's 
proposal  and  the  corridor's  capacity  to  accommodate  additional 
lines  without  causing  unacceptable  environmental  impacts. 

60-3)  Condition  #13  (page  91,  draft  RMP)  will  be  applied  whenever 
necessary  to  mitigate  the  impacts  which  site  disturbance  may 
have  on  wildlife  habitat,  natural  vegetative  conditions,  soil 
stability,  and  visual  quality.  More  specific  revegetation 
requirements  that  might  be  necessary  to  mitigate  the  impacts  of 
site  disturbance  will  be  determined  from  a  site  specific 
environmental  analysis  of  each  proposed  project  within  a 
designated  corridor. 

60-4)      See  condition  #12,  final  RMP. 

60-5)  This  has  been  revised  as  suggested  to  more  specifically  address 
the  type  of  EMF  exposure  which  has  become  a  concern. 

60-6)  The  word  "universally"  has  been  replaced  by  the  word 
"generally". 

60-7)  See  the  EMF  section  of  the  general  response  for  the  corridor 
study  (p.5-16). 
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January  15,  1991 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Bishop  Resource  Area 
787  North  Main  Street,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  California  93514 

Attn:  Mr.  Michael  A.  Ferguson,  Area  Manager 

RE:       Comments  on    Draft   Bishop   BLM    Resource   Management   Plan    <RMP>   and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

Homestake  Mining  Company  (HMCo)  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the 
Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  and  EIS  as  referenced  above.  Our  review  of  the  draft 
RMP/EIS,  although  not  detailed  in  all  respects,  has  concentrated  on  review  of  the  particular 
discussions  pertaining  to  mineral  resources  in  the  Bishop  Resource  Area. 

During  the  RMP  review,  we  were  reminded  of  our  comments  (see  May  2, 1990  HMCo  letter 
to  BLM  attached)  made  regarding  the  public  involvement  processes  that  your  office  was 
implementing  during  the  RMP  development  stages.  The  resulting  product  of  that  effort  leaves  us 
confused  as  to  what  happened  during  that  process  to  further  heighten  our  concern  level  over 
treatment  of  mineral  resources,  as  well  as  other  resources,  in  the  Bishop  Resource  Area.  Those 
concerns,  a  number  of  which  we  believe  to  be  major  in  nature,  are  briefly  presented  in  the  following 
sections  below. 

As  a  general  comment,  after  cursory  review  of  the  draft  RMP,  it  is  evident  that  mineral 
resources  will  receive  a  much  lower  priority  than  other  natural  resources  if  Alternative  3  -  the 
Natural  Resource  Enhancement,  or  Alternative  4  -  the  Preferred  Alternative,  is  selected  for  BLM 
management  implementation.  Throughout  the  Plan  it  is  all  too  apparent  that  BLM  resource 
personnel  spent  much  more  effort  developing  information  for  the  informed  reader  to  reach 
decisions  concerning  all  other  resources  in  comparison  to  that  for  mineral  resources.  For  example, 
Chapter  4  presents  over  2  pages  of  focused  explanation  of  impacts  just  on  the  quail  and  sage  grouse 
population  aspects  of  wildlife  resources  (8  pages  total  on  fish  and  wildlife)  compared  with 
approximately  lVS  pages  total  on  the  impacts  to  overall  mineral  resource  development.  These 
detailed  explanations  present  improvements  to,  or  enhancement  of,  wildlife  habitat  and  support  of 
higher  wildlife  numbers  as  a  result  of  selecting  certain  Alternatives  while  selection  of  those  same 
Alternatives  result  in  consistent  reductions  in  the  amount  of  mineral  lands  that  can  be  developed. 
We  understand  and  recognize  that  the  BLM  cannot  manage  to  develop  minerals;  mineral  resource 
development  is  based  upon  market  demands  and  development  and  production  objectives  of  mining 
companies.  By  the  same  token,  however,  the  BLM  is  charged  with  balancing  of  public  land  uses 
and  assuring  that  various  resources  are  available  for  the  overall  benefit  of  society  and  public  good. 
Therefore,  why  should  the  draft  RMP  provide  substantially  greater  information  on,  and  more 
detailed  evaluation  of,  some  resources  in  comparison  to  others?     Regulations  in  the  National 
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Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  require  that  the  draft  RMP  must  include  adequate  information 
concerning  all  management  actions  and  resource  decisions  including  the  ramifications  of 
withdrawing  or  significantly  restricting  lands  from  mineral  development. 

We  must  take  exception  to  statements  that  appear  throughout  the  draft  RMP  referring  to 
negative  irnpacts  that  will  occur  from  mining  activities  in  the  Resource  Area.  The  following  areas 
point  out  only  a  few  of  the  cases  which  contribute  to  the  overall  negative  document  tone  toward 
mineral  resource  considerations. 


PAGE 
REFERENCE 


23 


92-93 


94 


96 


176 


183 


DRAFT  RMP  COMMENT 


"...  Numerous  conflicts  with  other  surface  resources,  such  as  wildlife 
habitat  and  visual  resources,  arise  from  the  intense  nature  of  this 
(mining)  land  use. " 


"...  Some  localized  adverse  impacts  (to  recreation)  from  mining 
would  occur  locally  at  Golden  Gate  Mine  area." 


"...  Riparian/aquatic  habitat  condition  would  measurably  decline 
over  the  long  term  due  to  ....mineral  development.. " 


...most  recreation  opportunities.. ..would  remain  about  the  same 
with  some  severe  localized  degradation  from  mineral  exploration  / 
development.." 


".:.  The  main  sources  of  air  pollution  from  Bureau  lands  are  dust 
and  exhaust  emissions  from  activities  such  as  ....  mineral  exploration 
and  development." 


"...  A  major  mining  operation  at  the  Bodie  Bowl  would  be 
incompatible  with  the  recreation  and  historic  values  of  the  area." 


The  draft  RMP  provides  no  proof  that  these  above  quoted  impacts  are  likely  to,  or  actually  will, 
occur.  The  draft  RMP  must  provide  specific  information  which  the  reader  can  logically  use  to 
determine  if  the  BLM  conclusions  are  justified.  Existing  local,  state  and  federal  laws  prohibit 
mining  companies  from  destroying,  among  other  things,  important  wildlife  habitat,  polluting  air  or 
water  resources,  and  destroying  significant  cultural  features.  In  the  vast  majority  of  cases,  other 
users  of  Bureau  lands  are  not  subject  to  the  same,  or  as  rigorous,  permitting  constraints  or 
operating  restrictions  as  those  imposed  on  mineral  resource  development  and  operational  activities. 

We  must  also  take  vigorous  exception  to  the  repeated  reference  to  "super"  projects  in 
relation  to  future  potential  mineral  development  projects  that  may  occur  in  the  Bishop  Resource 
Area.    This  term  is  not  defined,  quantified,  or  qualified  and  serves  no  purpose  other  than  to 
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sensationalize  and  distort  the  public  perception,  whether  positive  or  negative,  of  those  potential 
projects  should  they  be  proposed  in  the  future. 

As  a  final  personal  comment,  I  would  like  the  record  to  show  that  Homestake  has  provided 
my  time  and  the  necessary  expenses  to  participate  as  a  steering  committee  member  in  the 
Coordinated  Resource  Management  Planning  (CRM)  process  in  the  Bodie  Hills  region  of  the 
Bishop  BLM  Resource  Area  since  late  1983.  During  that  time  many  members  of  the  committee 
assisted  in  developing  working  management  plans  for  several  allotments  or  planning  units 
throughout  the  Bodie  Hills.  It  was  believed  by  those  involved  in  the  process  that  sound 
management  plans  and  decisions  were  being  made  to  provide  for  reasoned  resource  decisions  in 
the  area.  After  review  of  the  draft  RMP  under  current  consideration,  I  question  the  relevance  of 
those  efforts.  It  appears  that  the  Bureau's  contemplated  management  planning  objectives  for  the 
Bodie  Hills,  as  displayed  in  the  current  draft  RMP,  substantially  negates  the  collective  and 
individual  efforts  expended  by  the  CRM  participants. 

Based  on  the  review  of  the  draft  RMP  and  the  foregoing  comments,  it  is  felt  that  inadequate 
information  is  provided  for  the  public  to  make  rational  decisions  concerning  proper  BLM 
management  of  the  public  lands  in  the  Bishop  RA.  Therefore  we  must  protest  the  draft  RMP  as 
written  and  further  request  that  another  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and  EIS  be  prepared 
and  submitted  for  public  review. 

Thank  you  again  for  your  time  and  attention  on  this  matter  and  for  allowing  us  the 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  draft  document.  Should  you  or  members  of  your  planning  or 
resource  specialist  staff  have  any  questions,  please  contact  me  at  your  convenience. 


Sincerely, 


>incereiy,  / 

jit-be** 


Alan  D.  Cox 
Regional  Manager- 
Environmental  Affairs 


ADC:pac 

cc:         Mr.  S.  Walker  -  Chairman,  Bodie  Hills  CRM  Steering  Committee 
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U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Bishop  Resource  Area 
787  North  Main  Street,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  California  93514-2498 

Attn:     Mr.  Mike  Ferguson,  Area  Manager 

RE:       Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  -Input  /  Comments  for  Development  of  Preferred 

Alternative 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

After  attending  the  Bishop  RMP  public  meeting/workshop  on  April  26  in  Bridgeport  and  providing 
some  preliminary  comments  in  regard  to  the  planning  effort,  I  believe  it  is  appropriate  that  some 
of  my  major  concerns  be  reiterated  and  summarized  here.  First,  however,  I  would  like  to 
commend  you  and  members  of  your  staff  for  the  added  effort  that  has  been  put  forth  soliciting 
early  public  comment  regarding  development  of  the  RMP;  this  is  a  welcome  departure  from  the 
customary  approach  to  NEPA  in  the  planning  processes.  As  you  are  aware,  in  many  planning 
cases,  the  first  directed  effort  to  solicit  input  is  at  the  post-draft  NEPA  document  stage. 

As  discussed  previously,  it  is  in  some  ways  difficult  to  comment  on  a  point  specific  basis  without 
looking  at  detailed  plans  contained  in  an  RMP.  It  is  nevertheless  appropriate  at  this  point  to 
outline  general  direction  that  I  believe  that  the  RMP  should  take  to  evaluate  various  alternatives 
and  arrive  at  a  preferred  alternative.  With  that  said,  I  have  two  (2)  comments  of  a  general  nature 
concerning  Bishop  BLM  management  of  public  lands  and  two  (2)  comments  that  are  believed 
to  be  of  major  importance  in  relationship  to  mineral  resources  in  the  Bishop  RA. 

General  Comment  #  1 

Although  a  well  used  (and  sometimes  abused)  concept,  multiple  use  management  of  public 
domain  lands  should  continue  to  receive  great  emphasis  despite  growing  public  needs  which 
are  viewed  as  conflicting  with  each  other  for  many  given  areas  of  land.  Single  use  management, 
or  emphasized  management  for  a  certain  perceived  preferential  land  use  for  a  specific  land  area, 
is  becoming  a  commonplace  occurrence  within  public  land  managing  agencies  across  the  West. 
In  my  estimation,  this  is  choosing  the  "easy  out"  for  managing  public  domain  lands  as  it  is  far 
easier  to  exclude  all  land  uses  except  the  "designated"  use  for  an  area  than  to  continually  strive 
to  achieve  conflict  resolution  and/or  mitigation  among  two  or  more  uses  in  the  same  area.  The 
latter,  more  difficult  of  the  two  management  choices,  however,  results  in  a  more  desirous 
condition  for  utilization,  use,  and  enjoyment  of  public  lands  in  general. 
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The  Summary  of  RMP  Alternatives,  distributed  to  the  public  via  your  March  22,  1990  letter,  does 
not  support  the  concept  ot  multiple  use  management  to  the  degree  that  it  should.  The 
undertone  of  enhancing  or  emphasizing  recreation  and  wildlife/vegetation  habitat  protection  as 
found  in  several  of  the  plan  alternatives  are  not  supportive  of  the  multiple  use  concept. 
Continuing  to  allow  seemingly  conflicting  uses  the  ability  to  occur  in  a  specific  area,  possibly  on 
a  mitigated  basis,  is  a  more  balanced  and  appropriate  management  stance  in  many  cases  rather 
than  preferentially  excluding  all  but  one  of  the  uses. 

General  Comment  #  2 

In  the  March  22,  1990  letter  and  accompanying  Summary  of  RMP  Alternatives,  mention  was 
made  in  several  places  of  proposing  the  Bishop  Resource  Area  for  designation  as  a  National 
Conservation  Area  (NCA).  Although  we  must  exercise  restraint  in  advancing  an  unqualified 
endorsement  of  this  approach  due  to  the  many  unknowns  that  are  present,  our  initial  reaction 
is  positive.  It  is  assumed  that  NCA  designation  would  foster  the  multiple  use  concept  and 
enhance  overall  management  capabilities  for  the  RA.  Some  of  the  successes  that  have  been 
evidenced  in  the  CDCA  would  support  this  idea. 

General  Comment  #  3  -  Mineral  Resources  Comment 

With  the  exception  of  Alternative  I  and  II,  all  other  preliminary  alternatives  for  the  RMP  suggest 
various  numbers  and  acreages  (or  mineral  withdrawals,  whether  it  be  for  locatables  or  leasables 
or  both.  We  must  take  vigorous  exception  to  mineral  withdrawals  except  in  exceptional 
circumstances.  The  number,  size,  and  acreage  of  withdrawals  under  Alternatives  III  and  IV  are 
very  inappropriate  and  do  not  consider  any  potential  for  reasonable  mitigation  at  specific 
locations  should  resource  conflicts  arise  due  to  mineral  interest  in  a  specific  area.  It  is  also 
doubtful  that  the  525  acres  identified  for  locatable  mineral  withdrawal  in  Alternative  V  can  be 
supported  on  an  objective  resource  conflict  basis.  Additionally,  the  mineral  leasing  closures 
presented  in  Alternatives  III,  IV,  and  V,  which  range  in  acreage  from  29,800  to  35,000  acres  are 
quite  high  and,  again  from  an  objective  resource  evaluation,  it  is  doubtful  that  exclusion  of 
leasable  activities  in  these  areas  can  be  supported.  From  not  only  a  resource  perspective  but 
also  a  local  economic  perspective,  serious  question  must  be  raised  at  the  size,  number,  and 
magnitude  of  the  withdrawals  proposed  under  any  of  the  alternatives  to  be  considered. 

General  Comment  #  4  -  Mineral  Resources  Comment 

Alternatives  I  and  II,  which  are  reflective  of  the  present  management  situation,  are  supported  in 
terms  ot  the  two  (2)  designated  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC's)  in  the  Bodie 
Hills  MA  portion  on  the  Bishop  RA.  We  object  to  the  proposed  new  and  additional  ACEC's  in 
the  Bodie  Hills  MA  that  are  suggested  in  Alternatives  III,  IV,  and  V;  we  cannot  comment 
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specifically  on  the  merits  of  ACEC  designations  in  other  MA's  within  the  Bishop  RA.  The  Bodie 
Hills  MA  CRM  planning  process,  of  which  you  are  quite  familiar,  is  the  forum  where  we  believe 
that  any  special  resource  values  should  be  considered  and  consensus  reached  as  to 
management  of  specific  areas.  It  is  our  opinion  that  creation  of  ACEC's  in  the  Bodie  Hills  MA 
will  send  a  message  to  those  of  us  involved  in  the  CRM  process  that  we  cannot  effectively 
resolve  resource  conflicts  and  provide  the  mechanism  for  enhancement  and  improvement  of  the 
many  varied  and  important  resources  found  in  the  Bodie  Hills. 

Once  again,  I  would  like  to  commend  you  and  your  staff  for  your  diligent  efforts  to  foster  public 
involvement  in  the  RMP  process.  Those  efforts  will  indeed  result  in  a  better  planning  document 
than  might  otherwise  come  out  of  the  process.  Thank  you  for  your  time  and  attention  on  this 
matter  and  I  will  be  looking  forward  to  future  review  of  the  draft  RMP  this  summer.  If  you  have 
any  questions,  please  contact  me  in  the  Reno  office. 


Sincerely 


Alan  D.  Cox 
Regional  Manager  - 
Environmental  Affairs 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  61  (Alan  D.  Cox,  Homestake  Mining 
Company) 

61-1)  Our  analysis  of  minerals  was  based  on  the  best  information 
available  to  the  minerals  staff  at  the  time  the  draft  RMP  was 
prepared.  There  is  no  requirement  in  NEPA  or  BLM  regulation 
to  have  equal  levels  of  analysis  for  all  resources.  The  draft 
Bishop  RMP  does  emphasize  recreational  and  wildlife  resources 
over  the  traditionally-emphasized  uses  of  mining  and  livestock 
grazing.  However,  in  spite  of  this  emphasis,  96%  of  the  resource 
area  remains  open  to  locatable  mineral  mining.  VRM-1  and  -2 
restrictions  apply  to  58%  of  the  areas  of  high  and  moderate 
mineral  potential  in  the  Resource  Area.  These  VRM 
classifications  do  not  preclude  mining,  which  is  a  temporary 
activity,  but  rather  describe  long-term  goals  for  visual  resources 
after  reclamation  of  mining  projects  is  completed. 
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61-2)  The  "specific  information"  you  reference  is  part  of  the 
administrative  record  and  is  available  for  public  inspection.  Your 
comment  has  been  considered  in  the  final  plan. 

61  -3)  The  classification  of  some  projects  as  "super"  projects  was  done 
to  indicate  that  BLM  recognizes  that,  while  most  mining  projects 
are  small,  a  few  are  very  large  and  can  have  serious  impacts  to 
the  socioeconomic  as  well  as  non-mineral  natural  resources  in 
the  Resource  Area.  In  the  final  RMP  this  classification  has  been 
eliminated. 

61-4)  The  Bodie  Hills  CRM  process  was  utilized  to  develop 
implementation  measures  for  the  land  use  decisions  originating 
from  the  Bodie-Coleville  Management  Framework  Plan  (MFP). 
Many  of  those  MFP  decisions  and  those  actions  emanating  from 
the  CRM  process  remain  valid.  Upon  completion  of  the  RMP, 
the  CRM  process  will  be  used  as  a  means  of  implementing 
decisions  and  resolving  site-specific  issues. 

Homestake's  involvement  has  been  a  major  factor  contributing 
to  the  success  of  the  Bodie  Hills  CRM  P.  Your  participation  is 
appreciated. 

61-5)  Thank  you;  your  comment  has  been  noted  and  documented. 
Impacts  to  minerals,  mineral  potential  maps,  and  reasonable 
foreseeable  scenarios  have  been  rewritten  and  included  in  the 
final  RMP.  The  final  RMP  may  be  protested  to  both  the  State 
Director  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 
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January  10,  1991 

Michael  A.  Ferguson,  Area  Manager 

Bishop  Resource  Area,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

787  No.  Main,  Suite  P 

Bishop,  Calif.  93514 

RE:   Draft  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan 
and  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

The  overall  tone  and  thrust  of  the  RMP  is  to  eliminate  or 
severely  restrict  livestock  grazing.  The  plan  would  severely 
reduce  the  alloted  A.U.M.'s  for  the  Bodie  Hills  Management 
area,  which  would  have  a  negative  economic  effect  of  devastat- 
ing proportions  to  the  Flying  M  Ranch.  The  Ranch  has  been  a 
permittee  in  tiie  Bodie  Hills  for  over  25  years.  I  have  been 
the  Livestock  Manager  since  September,  1935.   Following  are 
my  comments  and  objections  to  the  Draft  RMP  and  EIS. 

General  Policy   page  25   (references  are  to  FLPMA) 

1.  MANAGEMENT  VJILL  BE  ON  THE  BASIS  OF  MULTIPLE  USE. 
Section  102  (a)  (7) 

The  RMP  does  not  follow  this  guideline.  All  of  the  proactive 
management  schemes  in  the  RMP  are  directed  towards  wildlife  and 
recreation.  All  of  the  restrictive  management  schemes  are  direc- 
ted towards  livestock  and  mineral  development. 

Wildlife  management  schemes  include  the  DPC   concept,  increased 
AUM  allocation,  and  acquisition  of  private  ground. 

-  Uhy  is  there  no  DPC  for  livestock  habitat? 

-  What  data  base  is  used  to  justify  increased  AUM's  for 
wildlife? 

-  Are  the  figures  for  DPC's  and  increased  wildlife  popula- 
tions based  on  land  acquisitions?. 
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Recreation  management  schemes  include  acquired  private  lands, 
enhanced  dispersed  recreation,  and  VRii  standards.  VIM  stand- 
ards are  supposed  to  be  applied  to  natural  landscapes.  There 
are  very  few  places  in  the  Bodie  Hills  Management  Area  that 
are  not  already  altered  by  nan  (ie:  roads,  campgrounds,  build- 
ings, fences). 

-  Why  acquire  private  lands  for  recreation? 

-  What  assurances  can  you  provide  that  the  enhanced  dis- 
persed recreation  will  not  be  in  direct  conflict  with 
your  wildlife  goals? 

Livestock  r.ianagenent  schemes  are  either  not  included,  or  are 
restrictive  in  nature.  They  include  elimination  of  grazing  on 
allotments ,  decreased  utilization  of  bitterbrush,  decreased 
utilization  within  two  miles  of  sage  grouse  leks,  and  decreased 
utilization  on  neadows  and  wetlands. 

-  What  data  base  are  you  using  for  the  elimination  of 
grazing  on  the  allotments  named  in  the  RHP? 

The  restriction  on  bitterbrush  calls  for  GOZ    total  utilization 
with  no  more  thaa  30%  attributed  to  livestock. 

-  How  do  you  tell  the  difference  between  livestock  and 
wildlife  utilization? 

-  If  an  allotment  has  a  rotation  system  and  the  livestock 
get  their  30Z    first,  how  are  you  going  to  limit  the 
wildlife  to  30%? 

-  What  data  base  do  you  use  for  the  two  mile  restriction 
on  sage  grouse? 

-  Wnat  management  schemes  will  be  used  to  increase  livestock 
distribution  so  these  otner  goals  can  be  met? 

ft.   PUBLIC  LAUDS  KILL  BE  MAHACED  111  A  MAtfHEI!  THAT  WILL  PROVIDE 
FOOD  AND  HABITAT  FOR  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  AND  DOMESTIC  ANIMALS. 
Section  102  (a)  (8) 

While  reviewing  the  plan  it  was  very  easy  to  see  the  planning 
and  management  schemes  directed  towards  providing  food  and 
habitat  for  fish  and  wildlife. 

-  What  are  tlie  management  schemes  for  providing  food  and 
habitat  for  livestock? 
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5.   PUBLIC  LAUDS  WILL  BE  MANAGED  IN  A  MANNER  WHICH  RECOGNIZES 
THE  NATION'S  NEED  FOP,  DOMESTIC  SOURCES  OF  MINERALS,  FOOD, 
TIMBER,  AND  FIBER  FROM  THE  PUBLIC  LANDS... 
Section  102  (a)  (12) 

While  reviewing  the  RMP,  management  schemes  v;ere  perceived 
which  recognized  the  domestic  sources  of  minerals  and  timber, 
(fuelwood),  nowever,  no  management  schemes  recognized  the  need 
for  food  and  fiber.  More  proactive  livestock  management  schemes 
and  DPC's  for  livestock  would  be  an  excellent  way  to  fulfill 
this  policy  statement. 

7.  THE  BUREAU  WILL  WEIGH  LONG  TERM  BENEFITS  TO  THE  PUBLIC 
AGAINST  SHORT  TERM  BENEFITS.   Section  202  (c)  (7) 

The  Nation's  need  for  domestic  sources  of  minerals,  food,  timber 
and  fiber  certainly  qualifies  as  long  term  benefits.  The  RMP 
does  not  recognize  tnis  and  even  goes  to  the  point  of  sacrificing 
jobs  in  communities,  and  removing  private  lands  from  local  commun- 
ity economies. 

8.  MANAGEMENT  OF  PUBLIC  LANDS  WILL  CONSIDER:  . . .  b)  RELATIVE 
COST  EFFECTIVENESS  OF  MANAGING  INDIVIDUAL  TRACTS. 

c)  FISCAL  ABILITY  OF  THE  BUREAU  TO  EFFECTIVELY  MANAGE  LANDS 
AND  INTEREST  (INCLUDING  EASEMENTS)  IN  THE  LONG  TEAM. 

Tne  most  positive  evidence  of  Bureau  abilities  is  recognizing 
the  usefulness  of  planning  processes  such  as  CRMP  and  steward- 
ship programs.  This  RHP  calls  for  increased  funding  needs  in 
many  respects  of  its  implementation. 

-  What  assurances  can  the  Bureau  provide  for: 

a)  cost  effectiveness  of  the  :?MP? 

b)  the  Bureau's  ability  to  implement  ti\e  RMP? 

c)  the  long  term  availability  of  funding  for  the  RN!P? 

Area  Manager's  Guidelines    page  26 
(2) ...  livestock  forage  needs. 

-  Can  a  positive  guideline  for  livestock  forage  needs  be 
put  in  this  section  for  this  Area  Manager  (and  future 
Area  Managers)? 
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Programs/Processes  of  Particular  Interest  In  The  Planning 
Effort    page  23 

The  Computer  I'apping  .System  (GIS)  is  to  be  applauded.  This 
systen  should  give  Bureau  personnel  nore  field  t i;ne  for 
positive  management  practices.  All  of  the  other  programs/ 
processes  should  be  described  as  management  schemes  and  be 
dealt  with  on  the  activity  (CRK)  level.  They  should  also  he 
used  proactively,  not  as  further  restrictions  on  management 
options . 

Alternative  Definitions     page  35 

AITE8HATIVE  £4i  PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE 

This  alternative  is  unacceptable.  Like  alternative  #3,  it 
would  require  additional  funding  with  no  assurance  of  reasonable 
success.  The  management  schemes  detailed  are  not  proactive,  but 
are  restrictive.  Their  only  thrust  is  to  wildlife  and  recreation 
with  very  little  room  for  creative  management  at  any  level. 
The  "balance"nentioned  in  the  definition  can  only  be  seen  be- 
tween this  alternative  and  alternative  '?3.  U'ith  tills  alternative, 
the  Bureau  would  become  an  agency  involved  only  in  the  management 
of  people  and  wildlife. 

ALTERNATIVE  #3:  NATURAL  RESOURCE  eNHAHCEME!iT 

This  alternative  is  unacceptable,  riot  only  is  additional  funding 
required,  there  are  even  less  assurances  of  success  than  in  the 
preferred  alternative.  This  alternative  is  geared  entirely  toward 
wildlife  and  recreation  with  no  attempt  to  follow  tne  earlier 
mentioned  General  Policies  (FLPMA).  This  alternative  is  poorly 
balanced  because  all  of  the  management  schemes  are  highly  restric- 
tive when  dealing  with  commodity  production. 

ALTERNATIVE  ?2:  CUSTODIAL  MANAGEMENT 

This  alternative  description  is  very  misleading.  Tiie  Bureau  has 
in  place,  restrictive  management  schemes  for  commodity  produc- 
tion (ie:  USA's,  stocking  rates,  season  of  use...)  Funding  at 
the  time  remains  an  unknown  for  any  alternative.  The  CRMP  system 
and  others  like  it  certainly  can  be  described  as  proactive 
management . 
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ALTERNATIVE  #1:   NO  ACTION/CONTINUATION  OF  PRESENT  MANAGEMENT 

With  some  wording  changes,  this  alternative  presents  the  best  management 
schemes  tor  all  concerned  parties.  Drop  the  words  "No  Action"  from  the  title. 
This  wording  is  in  direct  contrast  to  the  CRMP  process.  1  hope  that  the  CRMP 
process  is  considered  "action",  and  proactive.  The  next  word  change  should  be 
in  the  first  sentence  of  the  description.  Replace  "situation"  with  "manage- 
ment" so  that  it  reads:  This  alternative  is  a  continuation  of  the  present 
management..."  This  change  would  more  accurately  describe  what  is  going  on. 
This  is  also  the  only  alternative  which  discusses  logical  progression.  Logi- 
cal progression  coupled  with  management  options  such  as  the  CRMP  process,  can 
and  will  get  the  Bureau  to  the  multiple-use  goal. 

Area-Wide  Summary  of  Decisions  p.  36  &  37,  Table  2-1 

-Why  are  ACEC  management  decisions  done  at  this  level? 
-How  were  boundaries  of  the  Bodie  Bowl  determined? 

-The  Bodie  Bowl  includes  some  Flying  M  Ranch  deeded  ground.   Why  weren't 
we  notified  of  the  decision  process  for  the  ACEC  determination? 

Bodie  Hills  Management  Area  and  Granite  Mountain  Management  Area,  p.  62-69. 

After  reviewing  these  alternatives  and  rationales,  some  of  the  same  concerns 
appear.  The  word  change  discussed  earlier  applies  in  all  cases  to  Alternative 
1.  Strike  a  balance  between  Alternatives  1  S  2  on  both  management  areas  due 
to  the  ability  of  all  concerned  parties  to  plan  logical  progression  through 
CR»P  planning  efforts.  Drop  the  "prohibit  grazing"  restriction  on  Larkin 
Lake.  In  an  earlier  discussion  with  a  Bureau  biologist,  the  concept  of  using 
livestock  grazing  to  enhance  wildlife  habitat  was  discussed  and  agreed  upon. 

-Would  the  "prohibit  grazing"  decision  preclude,  livestock  grazing  for 
this  purpose? 

IMPACTS  (WILDLIFE)  p.  96-98,  Table  2-2 

This  section  of  impact  assumptions  is  very  poorly  done.  The  only  listed 
impacts  to  wildlife  are  mineral  development  and  livestock  grazing.  Impacts 
which  are  never  mentioned  (this  in"olves  the  ENTIRE  Draft  Plan)  include  hunt- 
ing, poaching,  and  predation. 

-What  are  the  impacts  to  the  deer  population  due  to  hunting  in  BOTH 

California  and  Nevada? 
-What  are  the  impacts  to  the  antelope  population  due  to  hunting  in 

Nevada? 
-What  are  the  impacts  to  both  deer  and  antelope  due  to  predation? 
-What  is  the  current  Lahontan  Cutthroat  population  in  Bodie  Creek? 
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This  statement  cites  grazing  problems  on  critical  areas  due  to  overutilization 
and  trampling. 

-How  do  you  measure  livestock  trampling  objectively? 
-What  proactive  management  schemes  do  you  have  to  improve  livestock 
distribution? 

COMPARING  THE  RHP  TO  BODIE  MOUNTAIN  CRHP 

Areas  of  Concern 

Management  Theme — the  words  "logical  progression"  should  be  used.  This  should 
always  be  the  standard. 

Decisions — VRH,  ACEC,  Yearlong  Protection 

It  is  still  not  clear  how  these  management  guidelines  affect  livestock  prac- 
tices. 

-Can  any  of  the  above-mentioned  guidelines  prevent  the  installation  of 

livestock  structures  (ie.  fences,  water,  etc.)? 
-If  so,  why  didn't  the  CRMP  group  deal  with  these  designations? 

Utilization  Standards 

"Bitterbrush  utilization  by  livestock  will  not  exceed  10%  of  annual  growth..." 

-This  standard  has  never  been  mentioned  in  the  CRMP  group.   Why  is  it 
here?? 

"Manage  sagebrush-bitterbrush  vegetation  within  2  miles  of  sage  grouse  leks  to 
meet  DPC  goals.  Livestock  use  will  not  exceed  40%  on  key  grass  species  and 
30%  on  bitterbrush." 

The  CRMP  identified  specific  leks  and  specific  meadows  for  those  leks.  No 
mention  was  made  of  bitterbrush  utilization  for  sage  grouse  leks,  and  also  did 
not  mention  key  grass  species  outside  meadows.  The  RMP  decision  would  reduce 
by  33%  the  number  of  AUMs  for  livestock  on  the  Bodie  Mountain  Allotment.  This 
DPC  covers  90%  of  the  Bodie  Mountain  Allotment. 

-Why  hasn't  this  DPC  concern  even  been  covered  in  the  CRMP  group? 
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DPC's 

1.  "Meet  DPC  goals  on  95  acres  of  riparian..." 

-Shouldn't  this  goal  be  measured  by  percent  (%)  of  stream  miles  instead 
of  acres? 

The  vegetation  stubble  measurements  in  this  DPC  do  not  match  the  stubble 
measurement  agreed  to  in  the  CRMP  group. 

2.  "Vegetative  overhang  within  12  inches..." 

-not  mentioned  in  CRMP!! 

3.  "A  minimum  of  70%  of  the  stream  would  be  shaded  by  vegetation..." 

-not  mentioned  in  CRMP!! 

4.  "...at  least  6  inches  of  residual  herbaceous  plant  height  will  remain  at 
the  end  of  growing  season  or  at  the  time  of  livestock  turnoff,  whichever 
is  later." 

-The  CRMP  group  agreed  to  4  inches  of  herbaceous  stubble. 

5.  "Meet  DPC  goals  on  470  acres  of  aspen  groves..." 

-This  goal  should  be  carefully  checked  to  be  sure  that  undue  pressure  is 
not  put  on  any  single  allotment. 


\ 


6.  "Meet  DPC  goals  on  wet  meadows..." 

-Shouldn't  this  goal  have  an  acreage  figure  on  it? 

7.  "Meet  DPC  goals  on  26,915  acres  of  pinyon- juniper ... " 

-Will  the  goals  be  met  without  an  entire  new  road  network  for  access? 
3.   "Meet  DPC  goals  on  25,250  acres  of  sagebrush-bitterbrush..." 

-We  would  like  to  see  the  facts  supporting  the  proposed  reductions. 
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Miscellaneous  Comments  on  points  that  were  never  brought  up  in  the  CRMP. 

1.  "Achieve  and/or  maintain  a  minimum  of  60%  ground  cover  on  upland 

rangelands  except  for  the  following  areas..." 

-Is  this  realistic? 
-Where  are  we  now? 

2.  "Stabilize  and  restore  selected  stream  channels  {named)..." 

-Some  of  the  named  streams  are  also  mentioned  when  discussing  Wild 

4  Scenic  Rivers. 
-Will  Wild  S.  Scenic  River  designation: 

--inhibit  management  to  stabilize? 

--inhibit  livestock  grazing? 

— inhibit  the  CRMP  process? 

3.  "Encourage  conversion  from  cattle  to  sheep  on  all  grazing  allotments..." 

-needs  to  be  reworded  in  order  to  reduce  anxieties. 

4.  "Prohibit  grazing  on  the  Copper  Mountain  Allotment  to  reduce  conflicts 

with  wildlife." 

-the  concept  of  using  livestock  grazing  to  enhance  wildlife  habitat 
was  mentioned  earlier. 
-Does  this  decision  preclude  that  possibility? 

5.  "Develop  or  revise  AMPs  as  needed  to  meet  DPC  and  stream  improvement 

goals . " 

-This  "support  need"  brings  up  the  following  concerns: 

— lack  of  flexibility:   guidelines  too  narrow  for  CRKP  to  work, 
--management  schemes  started  at  the  wrong  level, 
--losing  touch  with  what  is  at  allotment  level. 
--losing  touch  with  how  different  allotments  interact  across 
management  boundaries. 

I  a?,  disappointed  with  the  conflicts  between  this  RHP  and  the  Bodie  Mountain 
CRHP.  This  ranch  has  been  an  active,  willing,  and  enthusiastic  participant 
for  two  years.  This  RMP  gives  the  impression  of  limiting  the  management 
alternatives  for  professional  land  managers  at  the  allotment  level.  Alterna- 
tive 4  of  the  RMP  moves  the  CRMP  back  to  Square  One.  Revise  the  RMP  to  give 
guidelines  to  the  CRMP,  NOT  a  long  list  of  restrictions. 

Thank  you  for  your  time.   I  will  be  looking  forward  to  your  replies. 

Sincerely, 


bincereiy,       • — v 


Ernest  B.  Paine 
Manager 
Flying  M  Ranch 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  62  (Ernest  B.  Paine,  Flying  M  Ranch) 

62-1)  The  thrust  of  the  RMP  is  not  to  severely  restrict  or  eliminate 
livestock  grazing  nor  to  reduce  allotted  AUMs.  Certain  changes 
in  where  and  how  livestock  graze  certain  areas,  on  some 
allotments,  may  be  necessary  to  help  achieve  specific  objectives. 
Reduction  of  AUMs  is  not  seen  as  the  preferred  or  most  effective 
means. 

62-2)  "Livestock  habitat"  (your  phrase)  was  not  provided  by  the  Bishop 
Resource  Area  range  conservationist  staff  since  other  vegetation 
conditions  are  described  in  the  grazing  EISs  which  address 
livestock  forage  management.  The  grazing  EISs  are 
incorporated  in  the  RMP  by  reference. 

There  is  no  specific  reference  or  decision  in  the  RMP  to  increase 
AUMs  for  wildlife. 

The  acres  of  specific  desired  plant  community,  by  alternative, 
refer  to  BLM  administered  land,  only,  and  do  not  necessitate 
private  land  acquisition  to  meet  the  acreage  goal.  Any  local 
increase  to  wildlife  populations  would  result  from  decision 
implementation  on  current  BLM  administered  land  without 
acquisition  of  patented  (private)  land. 

62-3)  VRM  standards  are  based  on  a  combination  of  the  area's  scenic 
quality,  viewshed  distances,  and  the  visitor's  sensitivity  to 
changes  in  the  landscape.  Although  there  are  some  contrasts 
along  major  routes,  the  majority  of  the  landscape  appears 
natural  and  unaltered.  The  combination  of  these  factors, 
primarily  the  viewer's  sensitivity  to  changes  in  landscape, 
contributed  to  the  proposed  VRM  standards  in  the  Bodie  Hills. 

Private  lands  are  proposed  for  acquisition  to  consolidate  public 
land  management  and  improve  the  availability  of  recreation 
opportunities.  Acquisition  of  private  lands  would  enhance 
recreation  management  in  the  long  term. 
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We  believe  that  close  coordination  with  the  Bodie  Hills 
Coordinated  Resource  Management  group  and  a  regular 
monitoring  program  will  deter  potential  impacts  to  wildlife  habitat. 
Any  recreation  program  development  for  the  Bodie  Hills  would 
also  undergo  review  by  our  staff  biologist  to  assure  that  wildlife 
goals  are  not  compromised. 

62-4)  Livestock  management  schemes  are  not  included  in  the  broad- 
based  management  decisions  required  in  the  RMP.  Those  types 
of  determinations  would  be  made  at  the  activity  plan  level,  as  in 
the  Bodie  Hills  CRMP  process. 

Allotments  proposed  for  elimination  were  unallocated  areas  that 
were  to  be  established  as  allotments  based  on  Management 
Framework  Plan  decisions.  The  decision  to  eliminate  them  was 
based  upon  the  fact  that  no  livestock  operators  applied  for  the 
permits  and  a  reconsideration  on  the  soundness  of  those 
previous  decisions. 

62-5)  Determination  of  forage  utilization  differences  between  livestock 
and  wildlife  is  possible  by  examining  use  levels  at  three  periods: 
prior  to  livestock  turn-out,  during  livestock  use  periods  and  after 
livestock  are  removed.  These  data  would  be  compared  to  a  fully 
enclosed  area  (i.e.,  utilization  cage)  to  determine  the  full  season 
plant  growth  that  is  ungrazed.  A  principal  concern  would  be 
locating  the  cage  and  the  utilization  transect  in  a  key  area 
commonly  used  by  both  types  of  animals.  Other  data  (i.e., 
wildlife  and  livestock  sightings,  tracks,  fecal  matter)  would  also 
be  needed.  Obviously  closer  attention  would  be  needed  in  the 
common  use  areas  than  in  areas  more  likely  to  receive  use  by 
only  one  type  of  animal. 

The  intent  of  the  decision  is  to  ensure  an  adequate  amount  of 
forage  for  deer  after  cattle  are  removed.  Grazing  systems 
should  be  designed  carefully  to  avoid  over-utilization  of  key 
forage  species  important  to  both  livestock  and  wildlife. 
Improving  livestock  distribution  is  a  key  factor  in  areas  where 
utilization  is  known  or  anticipated  to  be  excessive, 


62-6)  Numerous  surveys  of  sage  grouse  habitat  use  have  established 
the  majority  of  nesting  occurs  within  2  miles  of  strutting  grounds. 
The  same  surveys  indicate  a  preference  by  female  sage  grouse 
to  nest  closer  to  a  strutting  ground  when  good  nesting 
vegetative  cover  is  available.  The  BLM  accepts  these  conditions 
as  basic  guidelines  in  management  of  sage  grouse  habitat. 

Development  of  additional  livestock  water  sources  in 
underutilized,  suitable  forage  areas  is  most  often  the  best  means 
of  improving  livestock  distribution.  Other  effective  measures 
include  moving  cattle  in  small  groups  into  different  areas  during 
turnout,  use  of  cowboys  to  herd  animals  to  other  areas,  location 
of  salt  blocks  and  location  of  new  fences  (if  needed). 

62-7,  8)  The  overall  scheme  is  to  properly  manage  the  vegetation 
resource  for  food  and  habitat  requirements  of  livestock  and 
wildlife.  Each  allotment  has  its  unique  characteristics  which  are 
assessed  at  the  activity  plan  level:  AMPs,  HMPs  or  CRMPs,  in 
which  specific  management  schemes  are  developed.  The  DPC 
descriptions  provide  objectives  for  properly  managing  the 
vegetation  resource  which  provides  food,  fiber  and  habitat  as 
directed  by  FLPMA. 

62-9)  Under  this  plan,  management  will  continue  on  a  multiple  use  and 
sustained  yield  basis.  The  local  tourism-based  economy  should 
benefit  from  the  recreation  and  resource  management  actions  of 
the  plan.  We  do  not  foresee  any  major  cutbacks  in  the 
production  of  minerals,  food,  timber,  or  fiber  in  the  long  run. 
Local  economies  will  benefit  from  the  disposal  of  public  lands  for 
community  expansion  and  agricultural  use. 

62-10)  We  anticipate  that  there  will  be  adequate  funds  available  to 
implement  the  plan.  The  timeframe  of  implementation  will 
depend  on  the  size  of  our  budget;  less  money  would  mean  that 
it  will  take  longer  to  implement  the  plan,  and  more  money  would 
mean  earlier  implementation. 
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62-1 1)  We  believe  this  Area  Manager's  Guideline  (#5  in  the  final  RMP) 
sets  positive  and  equitable  guidelines  for  livestock  forage  needs. 
Livestock  forage  needs  would  receive  neither  greater  nor  less 
consideration  than  the  other  resources  mentioned. 

62-12)    Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

62-13)  The  plan  outlines  a  set  of  resource  condition  goals  that  will  be 
used  to  consider  all  proposals  for  use  of  the  public  lands.  This 
approach  allows  considerable  flexibility  in  determining  how  these 
goals  will  be  met.  Many  actions  can  be  authorized  with 
adequate  mitigation  to  meet  the  resource  condition  goals. 

62-14)  Alternative  3  was  not  selected  as  the  preferred  alternative  in  the 
plan  because  alternative  4  offers  a  more  balanced  approach  to 
resource  management. 

62-1 5)  The  alternative  description  you  are  referring  to  is  only  a  general 
statement  that  describes  the  overall  management  theme  and 
highlights  the  differences  between  the  alternatives.  Valid  existing 
management,  general  policy,  and  standard  operating  procedures 
would  be  the  same  under  all  the  alternatives.  We  agree  that 
much  of  our  present  management  is  proactive. 

62-16)  See  response  62-15.  Regulations  require  that  a  "No  Action" 
alternative  be  included  in  the  EIS.  In  this  case  "no  action"  simply 
means  "no  major  changes  in  the  present  management  direction," 
or,  as  stated  in  the  EIS,  "continuation  of  present  management". 

62-1 7)  The  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1 976  requires 
that  we  give  priority  to  the  designation  and  protection  of  Areas 
of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC)  through  the 
development  of  land  use  plans.  The  RMP  provides  general 
management  direction  for  ACECs.  More  detailed  activity  plans 
will  be  developed  for  all  ACECs  when  the  RMP  is  finished. 
The  boundaries  of  the  Bodie  Bowl  were  defined  in  the 
Cooperative  Management  Agreement  between  BLM  and  Bodie 
State  Park,  based  on  visual  and  cultural  resources.  The  Bodie 
Bowl  ACEC  boundary  was  not  changed  from  the  Bodie  Bowl 


Cooperative  Management  Agreement  boundary  because  the 
visual  and  cultural  resources  have  not  changed. 

ACEC  designations  are  made  through  the  land  use  planning 
process.  You  were  notified  of  this  process  through  numerous 
mailings  and  public  meetings.  The  ACEC  designation  does  not 
directly  affect  private  lands.  We  encourage  you  to  stay  involved 
with  the  management  of  BLM  land  and  to  help  us  develop 
activity  plans  that  will  recognize  your  needs  as  an  adjacent 
private  landowner. 

62-1 8)  Larkin  Lake  allotment  will  be  reestablished.  Livestock  grazing  will 
only  be  authorized,  at  the  Bureau's  discretion,  to  maintain 
waterfowl  habitat. 

62-19)  The  impact  on  deer  and  pronghorn  populations  due  to  hunting 
is  a  question  appropriate  for  the  California  Department  of  Fish 
and  Game  and  Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife.  These  game 
species  are  hunted  under  a  quota  by  herd.  The  quota  system 
is  established  to  avoid  an  impact  to  the  population,  recognizing 
that  some  localized  groups  may  be  hunted  more  heavily  than 
others. 

The  effect  of  predation  on  deer  and  pronghorn  populations  is 
unknown.  Predation  does  occur  on  these  and  other  species 
such  as  black-tail  hare,  marmot,  pika,  and  cottontail  rabbit. 

The  most  recent  information  on  Lahontan  cutthroat  trout  in  Bodie 
Creek  indicates  less  than  10  fish  in  the  California  reach  of  the 
stream. 
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62-20)  The  effects  of  livestock  trampling  on  displaced  soil  along 
streambanks  can  be  measured.  This  effect,  known  as 
"chiseling,"  can  be  assessed  against  score  card  ratings  for 
overall  severity.  For  wet  meadow  areas,  quadrants  can  be 
established  to  determine  the  number  of  hoof  prints,  the  size  of 
bare  ground  areas,  and  the  percentage  of  bare  ground  in  the 
total  plot  area.  Photo  documentation  and  visual  observation  of 
disturbance  to  the  soil  surface  and  vegetation  can  also  be  valid 
assessment  means. 

See  response  62-6  regarding  livestock  distribution. 

62-21)    Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

62-22)  The  decisions  are  not  expected  to  prohibit  range  improvements. 
They  may  require  mitigation  to  satisfy  VRM,  ACECs,  or  Yearlong 
Protection  decisions.  Mitigation  could  include  paint,  size, 
location,  design,  time  of  construction,  etc. 

62-23)  The  30%  use  level  on  bitterbrush  will  apply  to  deer  migration 
corridors  and  winter  ranges.  This  should  not  be  a  problem  on 
the  Bodie  Mountain  allotment. 

Mandated  timeframes  for  preparing  the  RMP  did  not  allow 
sufficient  time  to  coordinate  all  decisions  with  the  CRMP 
decisions. 

62-24)  Decisions  regarding  vegetation  condition  within  2  miles  of  sage 
grouse  leks  have  been  changed  in  the  final  plan. 

62-25)  Using  percent  of  stream  miles  is  another  measure  for  a  riparian 
desired  plant  community  goal.  Our  use  of  acres  is  based  on  an 
average  width  of  riparian  vegetation  along  streams  in  the  Bodie 
Hills  Management  Area. 

62-26)  Mandated  time  frames  for  RMP  preparation  were  not 
synchronous  with  CRMP  actions.  Your  quotes  numbered  2  and 
3  remain  the  same  in  the  final  plan.  Number  4:  changed  to  4-6 
inches. 


62-27)  We  appreciate  your  concern  for  the  manner  in  which  the  desired 
plant  community  aspen  acreage  goal  (p.  65,  draft  RMP)  would 
be  accomplished.  Coordinated  resource  management  is 
intended  to  fairly  distribute  the  method  for  meeting  the  goal  on 
grazing  allotments. 

62-28)  An  acreage  figure  for  wet  meadow  is  provided  in  the  final 
document. 

62-29)  No  new  road  miles  are  planned  as  a  means  to  achieve  the 
pinyon-juniper  DPC  goal. 

62-30)  We  do  not  understand  the  comment.  If  you  are  referring  to 
"proposed  reductions"  of  livestock,  any  stocking  rate  adjustments 
will  be  based  on  monitoring  data  collected  to  evaluate  how  well 
the  objectives  are  being  met. 

62-31 )  This  decision  has  been  dropped  for  all  management  areas  in  the 
final. 

62-32)  The  RMP  has  identified  various  creeks  as  eligible  to  be  studied 
for  potential  addition  to  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System.  Two 
years  after  the  RMP  is  finalized,  studies  will  begin  to  identify 
potential  resource  conflicts  and  whether  benefits  of  designation 
or  nondesignation  would  outweigh  the  costs.  Your  questions 
would  be  addressed  in  the  upcoming  study.  In  the  meantime, 
the  values  which  contributed  to  the  eligibility  determination  would 
be  protected.  Valid  existing  rights  would  also  be  recognized. 
Page  257  of  the  draft  RMP  identifies  the  degree  to  which 
livestock  grazing  is  allowed  under  different  river  classifications. 
We  also  believe  that  the  CRMP  would  continue  in  its  present  role 
and  be  closely  involved  in  the  upcoming  studies. 

62-33)  The  decision  to  encourage  conversion  from  cattle  to  sheep  has 
been  removed  from  the  final  RMP. 


5-171 


62-34)  In  this  particular  allotment,  it  is  not  clear  how  livestock  (sheep) 
could  be  used  to  improve  the  quality  of  wildlife  habitat.  The  final 
plan  decision  for  this  allotment  is  to  eliminate  grazing  if  the 
current  permittee  transfers  or  relinquishes  his  grazing  privileges. 

62-35)  The  decision  to  develop  or  revise  allotment  management  plans 
in  the  Bodie  Hills  Management  Area  addresses  the  need  to  bring 
the  present  coordinated  resource  plan  actions  into  line  with  RMP 
decisions.  The  Bodie  Mountain  Coordinated  Resource  Plan 
would  follow  the  RMP  decisions. 


InterWest 

Ranch  and  Farm  Management,  Inc. 


January  14. 1991 


Mr.  Michael  Ferguson 
Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
787  North  Main  Street.  Suite  P 
Bishop.  California  93514 


Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

InterWest  Ranch  and  Farm  Management,  inc..  consultant  to  and  representative  of  the 
Flying  M  Ranch,  hereby  responds  to  the  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (RMP/EIS),  prepared  by  the  BLM  for  the  Bishop 
Resource  Area. 

For  many  years  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  the  Flying  M  Ranch  have  worked 
together  with  common  goals  to  improve  what  is  known  as  the  Bodie  Hills  Management 
Area.  The  Flying  M  has  respected  the  importance  of  the  area  for  multiple  use  purposes, 
including  livestock  grazing,  mining,  recreational  activities,  and  wildlife  habitat. 

In  1984-85.  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  requested  the  cooperation  and  assistance 
of  the  Flying  M  Ranch  to  prepare  a  Coordinated  Resource  Management  Plan  (CRMP)  for 
the  Bodie  Hills  Resource  Area.  We  welcomed  the  opportunity  of  developing  a  long 
range  plan  for  the  area.  To  assist  in  providing  input  to  the  CRMP  we  retained  the  firm 
Resource  Concepts.  Inc..  (RCI).  of  Carson  City.  Nevada.  It  is  well  known  thatRCI  is 
respected  for  their  technical  eipertise  in  the  areas  of  range  and  resource  management 
Together  with  RCI,  we  participated  in  numerous  CRMP  meetings  providing 
recommendations  for  optimum  management  of  the  resource  area 

While  working  to  complete  the  CRMP,  it  was  in  March.  1990.  that  we  received  notice 
from  the  BLM.  that  an  RMP/EIS  for  the  Bodie  Hills  was  to  be  developed  and  that  our 
input  was  requested  to  respond  to  the  issues  of  1 )  land  ownership  and  use 
authorizations.  2)  wildlife  and  sensitive  plants,  3 )  recreation,  4)  minerals,  and  5) 
livestock  grazing.  Recognizing  the  need  for  more  information,  we  once  again  called 
upon  the  services  of  Resource  Concepts.  Inc.  Subsequently,  we  have  asked  them  to 
respond  to  the  material  presented  in  the  RMP/EIS  received  in  September. 1990 

On  or  before  the  deadline  of  January  17. 1991 .  you  will  receive  from  RCI  their 
comprehensive  evaluation  of  the  BLM  prepared  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement.  This  evaluation  represents  the  interests  and 
concerns  of  the  Flying  M  Ranch  and  InterWest,  Inc..  with  regard  to  the  content  of  the 
material  in  the  RMP/EIS  document. 


P.O.  Box  487.  Pendleton,  Oregon  97801  •  503  276-4246 
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January  14. 1991 

Mr  Michael  Ferguson 

Page  2 


Mr  Ferguson,  we  wish  to  eipress  our  disappointment  with  the  BLM  in  their  apparent 
disregard  of  information  furnished  by  the  Flying  M  and  RCI  during  the  times  we  have 
worked  together  in  developing  the  CRMP  and  more  recently  the  RMP/EIS    In 
particular,  the  BLM  s  general  attack  on  livestock  grazing  supports  the  notion  that  the 
BLM  is  not  looking  at  the  opportunity  to  improve  the  area  with  the  concept  of  multiple 
use.  but  rather  to  change  the  use  of  the  area  at  the  expense  of  commodity  production. 
On  the  positive  side  we  hope  this  is  an  incorrect  judgement,  as  we  believe  we  can  work 
together  with  the  BLM  and  others  to  improve  the  Bodie  Hills  area,  and  that  we  can  meet 
mutual  goals  to  improve  livestock  production  in  concert  with  improved  wildlife  habitat 
development,  while  providing  a  desirable  environment  for  the  recreating  public 

We  look  forward  to  your  response  to  the  concerns  presesnted  by  RCI  and  ultimately  the 
development  of  the  RMP/EIS  which  will  meet  goals  for  the  common  good. 


Sincerely. 


Thomas  D  Price 
President 


TDP/js 


cc:     Mr.  Edward  L.  Hastey 
Mr.  Barron  Hilton 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  63  (Thomas  D.  Price,  InterWest) 

63-1)  The  BLM  acknowledges  and  appreciates  the  efforts  and  open 
attitude  of  the  Flying  M  Ranch  and  RCI  towards  the  Bodie 
Mountain  CRMP.  The  BLM  is  always  looking  at  opportunities  to 
improve  areas  with  the  concept  of  multiple  use,  and  does  not 
believe  the  proposed  RMP/EIS  decisions  to  be  a  general  attack 
on  livestock  grazing.  It  is  not  the  intent  of  the  BLM  to  change 
the  use  of  the  Bodie  Hills  at  the  expense  of  commodity 
production  but  to  manage  the  use  so  that  livestock  grazing, 
wildlife  habitat,  and  recreational  values  will  improve.  The  Bodie 
Mountain  CRMP  is  a  fine  example  of  multiple  use  management 
and  will  continue  in  the  Bodie  Hills. 


5-173 


j,a.-i 


j 


>  ^«^o      £-<-      -~i*0^J     a~ccz^  -^rSi  /SlP~  V-c+r*.   "Zt*^/  -<£«_ 


^V-2 


^ 


£?.^c^C./^*^*<^m&,     ~£?^,  ^.,^g^  ^ww/ r/U«-    -^^£*s\  «  «  --«i-«-^ 
JJBJJIy^^^-     -i***-***-  -  tf-*+r£t~**JL.   -^e^~tJte  '^j^-ifcA,  »l»jfoi) 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  64  (Philip  Baxter) 

64-1)  A  withdrawal  corridor  was  identified  along  the  Pat  Keyes  trail 
from  the  Owens  Valley  trailhead  to  the  boundary  of  the  proposed 
Southern  Inyo  Wilderness  to  protect  and  secure  the  integrity  of 
the  trail's  recreation  values.  Outside  the  corridor  and  the 
proposed  wilderness,  mineral  claim  entry  and  development 
would  still  be  permitted.  96%  of  the  resource  area  remains  open 
to  mineral  claim  entry  and  development. 

64-2)  The  State  of  California,  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  is 
responsible  for  managing  wildlife  populations,  whereas  BLM  is 
responsible  for  managing  the  wildlife  habitat  on  public  lands. 
Close  cooperation  between  BLM  and  the  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  is  required  to  coordinate  wildlife  and  habitat  management. 
However,  this  does  not  mean  that  the  public  comments  are  any 
less  important.  Citizen  input  is  an  integral  part  of  the  planning 
process  and  we  encourage  your  continued  involvement. 

64-3)  Birch  Creek  was  not  included  in  the  proposed  Crater  Mountain 
ACEC.  The  VRM  class  for  Birch  Creek  has  not  changed  from 
the  present  management  alternative;  it  is  still  Class  III. 

64-4)      See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals  (p.  5-9). 
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HENWOOD  ASSOCIATES,  INC. 

25SS  Third  Street.  Suits  110 

Sacramento.  CA  95818 

1916)  447-3497 

January  17, 1991 


foi> 


Mr.  Michael  A.  Ferguson 
Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Bishop  Resource  Area 
787  N.  Main  Street,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA  93514-2498 

Re:      Comments  on  Proposed  Management  Plan 
Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

I  have  some  very  specific  comments  relating  to  a  limited  element  of  your  proposed 
plan.  I  believe  your  Inclusion  of  a  portion  of  Green  Creek  as  a  study  candidate  for  Wild 
and  Scenic  designation  is  not  warranted  for  the  following  reasons: 

1)  The  section  of  Green  Creek  you  are  interested  in  is  subject  to  a  FERC  power  with- 
drawal and  a  Bureau  of  Land  Management  right-of-way  for  hydroelectric  purposes; 

2)  Your  listing  of  two  endangered  species  (Wolverine  and  Fox)  as  associated  with 
Green  Creek  is  unsupported.  Reported  sightings  of  these  species  are  years  old  and 
not  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  Green  Creek; 

3)  The  trout  fishery  resident  in  the  designated  reach  of  Green  Creek  is  merely  typical 
of  the  high  gradient  portions  of  similar  creeks  and  does  not  represent  any  special 
resource. 

I  believe  these  considerations  argue  that  this  particular  stream  segment  does  not 
warrant  further  study. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's 


plans. 


Sincerely, 

Mark  T.  Henwood 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  65  (Henwood  Associates,  Inc.) 

65-1)  The  criteria  for  determination  of  river  segments  as  eligible  for 
wild  and  scenic  river  study  are  that  it  be  free-flowing  and  that  it 
contain  outstandingly  remarkable  values.  Green  Creek  met 
these  criteria.  The  FERC  power  withdrawal  and  the  associated 
right-of-way  are  valid  existing  rights  that  will  be  maintained.  This 
will  be  considered  a  potential  resource  conflict  that  may  affect 
any  future  designation  of  the  creek. 

No  regular  surveys  have  been  done  at  this  time  to  determine  the 
population  or  distribution  of  the  wolverine  and  Sierra  Nevada  red 
fox;  however,  both  have  been  observed  in  the  area  in  the  last  3 
years.  Since  both  are  federal  candidate  species  for  listing  as 
threatened  or  endangered,  we  still  are  required  to  manage  their 
habitats  to  ensure  future  activities  do  not  contribute  to  their 
listing. 

The  application  of  "outstandingly  remarkable"  values  not  only 
includes  unique  or  special  resources,  but  also  resources  that  are 
illustrative  or  good  representations  of  area  or  regional 
ecosystems.  The  trout  population  at  Green  Creek  is  a  good 
example  or  representation  of  trout  species  in  the  eastern 
Sierra/Great  Basin  area. 
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Mr.  Mlcheal  Ferguson 
Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
787  N.  Main  Straat,  Sulta  P 
BUhop,  CA  93514 


Daar  Mr.  Ferguson i 


January  17,  1991 


yrJKL 

BSrnay  B.  Mason 


This  latter  la  In  response  to  your  request  for  written  comments  on 
the  current  draft  of  the  Bishop  RMP.  First  off  I  would  Ilka  to 
commend  you  and  your  staff  for  the  processional  way  they  conducted 
taemeelvea  at  the  town  meetings.  I  found  the  meetings  vary 
informative  and  the  BUI  peraonnel  were  alwaya  courteous  and 
thorough  when  answering  my  questions. 

I  am  employed  as  a  geoloqlst  for  a  U.S.  based  mining  company.  Ha 
currently  have  only  one  exploration  program  which  lies  within  the 
confines  of  the  Bishop  Resource  Area.  I  am  not  only  concerned  with 
the  effecta  that  the  currant  RMP/EIS  my  have  on  our  efforts  on  this 
project,  but  also  on  future  exploration  In  the  area.  I  also 
realize  that  steps  must  be  taken  to  provide  for  the  maximum  benefit 
and  protection  of  the  various  aspects  and  uses  (i.e.  recreation, 
wildlife,  grazing,  etc.)  of  the  resources  within  the  Bishop 
Resource  Area. 

Upon  reviewing  the  four  alternatives  presented,  it  is  my  feeling 
that  Alternatives  3  and  4  Impose  new,  unnecessary  restrictions  on 
the  mining  community.  it  appears,  at  least  in  part,  that  these 
restrictions  are  a  result  of  VRM  classifications.  Thasa 
classifications  are  poorly  defined  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  text. 
Although  mineral  exploration  and  development  would  be  slightly 
enhanced  with  Alternative  2,  reducing  ranqa  and  wildlife  management 
may  reault  in  an  overall  decline  of  the  total  ecosystem.  I  would 
like  to  voice  my  praference  for  Alternative  1.  I  believe  that  the 
currant  management  is  doing  a  good  job  balancing  the  needs  of  the 
issues  (recreation,  wildlife,  minerals,  etc.)  addressed  in  the 
Draft  RMP/EIS. 

It  is  my  hope,  and  yours  to  I  believe,  that  the  Final  Plan  and  BIS 
will  provide  a  suitable  compromise  that  will  allow  for  tha 
controlled  management  and  development  of  both  tha  environmental  and 
economic  resources. 


Si near sly. 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  66  (Barney  Mason) 

66-1)  The  VRM  policy  has  been  expanded  and  clarified  to  incorporate 
some  flexibility  for  temporary  projects  and  projects  outside  key 
observation  points.  Please  see  Chapter  1,  Standard  Operating 
Procedures,  of  the  final  RMP. 

Your  support  for  Alternative  1  has  been  noted  and  incorporated 
into  our  analysis  of  public  comments  for  the  final  RMP. 
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Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
787  N.  Main  St.,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA  93514 

January  15,  1991 

This  letter  is  in  reference  to  the  Bishop  Resource  Management 
Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  Draft  of  September,  1990. 

I  am  concerned  that  the  Plan  does  not  address  two  topics 
thoroughly  enough:  Wilderness   Study   Areas,  and  power   line 
corridors. 

The  BLM  1987  EIS  „which  recommended  27,420  acres  for 
wilderness  protection  had  studied  ten  times  that  area.     These  "left 
out"  areas  should  be  identified  in  the  Plan  and  reconsidered,  before 
their  wilderness  character  is  destroyed  by  mining,  ORV  use,  or  other 
destructive    activities. 

BLM  should  certainly  study  the  power  line  corridors 
independently  of  the  utility  companies  which  would  use  them.     The 
studies  should  be  comprehensive.    The  proposed  corridor  which  ends 
where  Inyo  National  Forest  meets  the  BLM  Ridgecrest  Resource  Area 
should  specify  the  complete  planned  route.     In  fact,  considering  the 
sensitivity  of  this  area,  BLM  should  do  a  full  EIS  for  any  proposed 
transmission  line  corridor  in  this  specific  area. 

Sincerely, 

Ron  Smith 

Route  1,  Box  59-A 

Bishop,  CA  93514 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  67  (Ron  Smith) 

67-1 )      Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 

67-2)      See  the  general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.5-16). 
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218  S.  Main  St.  Suite  Dl  Bishop,  CA  93514 

January  17,  1991 

Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
787  N.  Main  Street,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA  93514 

RE:  Draft  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Dear  Area  Manager: 

The  Inyo-Mono  Coounty  Farm  Bureau  has   been  reviewing 
the  draft  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  since  its  publication  last  year.   The  officers  and  directors 
have  recieved  many  corrments  regarding  this  document. 

We  had  originally  planned  to  discuss,  in  written  form, 
the  merits  and  problems  associated  with  the  various  plans  on  a  point 
by  point  basis.  It  turned  out  that  such  a  paper  would  be  long  and 
laborius  and  would  actually  not  describe  our  position  well. 

The  Inyo-Mono  Farm  Bureau  rejects  the  philosophies  assoc- 
iated with  Alternatives  3  and  4.  Both  alternatives  tend  to  remove 
productive  resources  from  the  economic  base  of  Inyo  and  Mono  Counties. 
This  is  suggested  under  the  guise  of  environmental  concern,  however, 
we  feel  these  suggested  alternatives  only  tend  to  sacrafice  private 
enterprise  for  additional  unproductive  governmental  influence. 

There  is  very  little  private  enterprise  remaining  in 
the  Eastern  Sierra.  Our  economy  here  shows  a  trend  to  increased 
governmental  activity  composed  of  "transfer  payments"  which  do  not 
produce  any  real  goods  or  services  to  the  area. 

The  agricultural  sector  of  the  economy  is  a  significant 
and  important  factor  to  the  Eastern  Sierra.  Its  activities  are 
important  to  the  well  being  and  tax  base  of  both  counties. 

All  rural  counties  are  suffering  budgetary  restrictions 
and  fiscal  problems.  Further  erosion  of  their  economic  base  as  would 
accelerate  under  Alternatives  3  and  4  would  hurt  Inyo  and  Mono  Counties 
in  the  long  term. 

We  suggest  instead  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
review  the  historical  material  and  recognize  that  Federal  lands  are 
actually  a  Split  Estate  between  the  Federal  Government  and  private 


(.6-1 


activities  which  include  agriculture,  timber,  and  mining.  We  suspect 
many  activities  proposed  in  Alternatives  3  and  4  would  qualify  as 
"takings"  from  those  private  activities. 

I  The  Inyo-Mono  County  Farm  Bureau  supports  Alternative 

1  with  a  trend  to  less  restrictive  custodial  management. 


Sincerely, 


Martin  C.  Andrews,  President 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  68  (Inyo-Mono  County  Farm  Bureau) 
68-1)      See  response  62-9. 
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1/15/90 


Re:  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan 


Dear  Sir: 


Although  the  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  is  fairly  good  by  BLM 
standards,  I  would  like  to  make  some  comments  which  would  Improve  the 
plan  so  that  it  would  better  conserve  and  protect  the  public's 
resources,  which  Is  what  the  BLM  Is  mandated  to'  do  as  trustee  for  ail  of 
the  people.  Consistent  with  these  goals,  Alternate  3  is  preferable  - 
resource  protection  under  the  preferred  alternative  is  inadequate  -  but 
this  alternate  still  needs  improvement  to  provide  for  better  resource 
protection.  Comments  on  some  general  topics: 

Wilderness:  The  existing  Wilderness  Study  Areas  need  to  be  shown  on  all 
of  the  management  maps,  and  in  each  case  an  acknowledgement  made  that 
these  are  to  be  managed  for  non-impairment  according  to  the  IMP 
regulations  until  Congress  makes  Its  decision.  Especially,  destructive 
ORV  activities  in  these  areas  need  to  be  controlled.  Also,  more  of 
these  WSA's  contain  Wilderness  character,  and  should  be  recommended  for 
Wilderness.  The  BLM's  recommendation  that  less  than  10%  of  these  areas 
are  suitable  is  totally  Inadequate.  At  a  minimum,  Crater  Mountain  and 
either  Symmes  Creek  or  Independence  Creek  (they  are  similar)  are  unique 
habitats  not  presently  in  the  Wilderness  system  and  should  be 
recommended  for  Wilderness  status. 

Mining:  Mining  Is  a  totally  destructive  use  of  the  land  involved, 
unless  very  good  reclamation  Is  required,  and  even  then  the  scars  remain 
for  many  years.  Mining  also  leads  to  many  off  site  impacts,  such  as 
more  roads  which  encourages  more  ORV  abuse,  construction  of  power  lines, 
development  and  destruction  of  springs  and  other  water  sources,  and 
degradation  of  scenic  values  from  wherever  the  mine  can  be  seen. 
Therefore  all  sensitive  areas  should  be  withdravn  from  mining; 
especially  in  the  Southern  Inyo  Mountains,  which  is  subject  to  rampant 
speculative  mining,  such  as  Keynot,  and  around  Mono  Lake.  Withdrawal  of 
less  than  one  half  of  one  percent  of  public  land  from  mining  is  clearly 
inadequate  to  protect  the  other  public  resources. 

Grazing:  The  preferred  alternative  does  not  adequately  address  grazing 
issues.   I  support  the  Idea  that  no  new  grazing  allotments  should  be 
established.  However,  in  addition,  all  grazing  should  be  eliminated  in 
all  allotments  where  range  conditions  in  any  part  of  the  allotment,  not 
just  on  the  "average",  are  less  than  good.  Any  other  policy  is  to  allow 
undue  and  unnecessary  degradation  of  the  public's  resources.  A  lot  of 
the  dust  in  the  Valley  comes  nob  from  Owens  Lake,  but  from  overgrazed 
cattle  allotments.   The  plan  should  also  provide  for  more  intensive 
monitoring  and  oversight  of  grazing  -  if  the  financial  resources  are  not 
present  to  do  this,  then  grazing  should  be  eliminated  until  it  can  be 
properly  monitored.  In  no  event  should  ranchers  be  simply  trusted  to 
follow  RMP's,  any  more  than  the  IRS  trusts  you  to  report  all  of  your 
income. 
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In  your  letter  o£  Dec.  21,  you  say  that  some  feel 
alternative  unfairly  favors  wildlife  over  livesto 
dumb  statement.  In  the  first  place,  no  one  has  a 
public  land  for  any  reason  whatever.  In  the  seco 
interest  demands  that  wildlife  and  vegetation  be 
Grazing  on  public  lands  is  not  important  to  the  e 
even  in  this  area.  I  really  resent  the  "good  old 
dictate  what  we  do  on  our  land,  and  hope  you  will 
right  for  the  land  and  the  resources,  not  what  a 
want. 


that  the  preferred 
ck .  This  is  a  really 

right"  to  degrade  our 
nd  place,  the  public 
protected,  not  cows, 
conomy  nationally,  or 

boys"  trying  to 

resist  and  do  what  is 
bunch  of  ranch  slobs 


Land  acquisition/sales:  The  acquisitions  proposed  in  Alt. 3  are 
preferable,  except  that  for  land  proposed  to  be  sold,  a  source  of  water 
for  its  development  must  be  clearly  identified.  Since  the  underground 
aquifers  are  already  fully  committed  or  overdrafted,  and  surface  sources 
already  committed,  the  only  source  of  water  for  development  of 
additional  land  would  seem  to  be  from  reductions  in  the  amount  the  City 
of  LA  takes,  or  from  an  offsetting  reduction  In  use  somewhere  else  in 
the  Valley.  No  land  should  be  sold  unless  a  water  source  is  firmly 
identified. 

As  an  aside,  the  argument  by  the  Inyo  County  Board  of  Supervisors  that 
acquisition  of  land  by  the  BLM  would  impact  the  Inyo  County  tax  base  is 
specious.   In  the  first  place,  probably  some  of  the  land  to  be  acquired 
is  already  public  land,  such  as  State  school  sections  or  exempt  DWP 
land,  which  pays  no  taxes.  Most  of  the  rest  of  it  is  in  very  remote 
areas,  where  the  tax  amounts  are  very  low,  or  City  of  Los  Angeles  owned 
land  which  may  also  pay  low  taxes.  The  County  should  be  furnished  with 
a  list  of  land  proposed  to  be  acquired,  and  asked  for  an  estimate  of  the 
taxes  lost  on  this  land.   The  amount  will  be  very  small.   On  a  related 
issue,  the  1872  mining  law  should  be  administered  as  written.   Occupancy 
trespass  should  not  be  tolerated,  and  all  mining  claims  should  be 
validated. 

Wild  and  Scenic  rivers:  The  ten  streams  found  eligible  for  this  status 
should  be  designated.  These  riparian  areas  are  the  heart  of  the  Valley 
ecosystem,  as  are  riparian  areas  in  all  desert  climates.   Private  land 
along  these  streams  (mostly  City  of  LA  land)  should  be  acquired  to  so  it 
can  also  be  managed  to  protect  the  streams,  not  maximize  water  export  to 
Los  Angeles  or  grazing  for  lessees. 

Off  Road  Vehicles:  Areas  with  rare  plants  or  critical  wildlife  habitat 
should  be  completely  closed  to  vehicle  use.  It  should  also  be  made 
clear  that  WSA's  are  off  limits  to  vehicles  (see  above).   Designation 
and  restriction  of  vehicles  to  existing  roads  and  trails  is  not  adequate 
protection  without  a  much  larger  ranger  presence.  Ways  in  the  Alabama 
Hills,  in  particular,  are  growing  like  a  cancer,  and  this  should  be 
stopped  before  there  is  nothing  but  dust  and  ruts  to  see.  It  should 
also  be  made  clear  that  the  goal  is  dispersed  vehicle  use,  not  intensive 
commercial  recreation  such  as  the  "Inyo  Trail  Rides". 

Comments  on  specific  areas: 
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Bodle:  VRM  regulations  are  not  adequate  to  protect  the  State  Park, 
since  they  do  not  take  into  account  other  impacts  such  as  noise,  dust, 
and  vibrations  from  blasting.  The  entire  Bodle  area,  in  addition  to  the 
30000  acres  proposed  under  Alt.  3,  should  be  withdrawn  from  mineral 
development.   Bodie  is  a  special,  very  critical  area,  and  recreation, 
wildlife,  and  scenic  values  should  be  favored  over  mining  here.  There 
is  no  Indication  that  gold  is  a  critical  mineral,  or  that  mineral 
development  will  In  the  long  run  benefit  the  area  more  than  tourism. 
The  BLM  should  be  sensitive  to  the  needs  o£  the  State  of  California,  as 
expressed  by  the  State  Legislature,  and  protect  Bodie  by  its  actions, 
not  undermine  the  interests  of  the  State  and  allow  Impacts  to  occur  to 
Bodle  (not  just  downtown,  but  also  the  surrounding  area  which  is  vital 
to  the  experience  the  State  park  provides  its  visitors). 


Powerllne  corridor 
powerline  corridor 
poor  choice.  This 
very  little  human  1 
experience  should  n 
least,  the  cumulati 
the  RA,  should  be  c 
plan,  which  should 
to  arrive  at  the  be 


There  Is  no  demonstrated  need  for  an  east-west 
in  the  Bishop  RA.  Soldier  Canyon  Is  an  especially 
area  Is  nearly  pristine  -  a  beautiful,  open  area  with 
mpact,  but  accessible  from  a  good  highway.  This 
ot  be  spoiled  by  an  ugly  powerllne.  At  the  very 
ve  impacts  of  this  corridor,  both  Inside  and  outside 
onsldered  in  a  full  EIS  before  It  is  included  in  this 
consider  alternatives  both  Inside  and  outside  the  RA 
st  route. 


Unnecessary  and  undue:  I  am  not  too  happy  with  this  definition,  but  am 
not  sure  how  to  make  it  stronger.   I  suppose  that  the  answer  is  that  if 
the  impact  of  an  activity  is  unacceptable,  then  it  should  not  be  allowed 
in  the  first  place. 

Overall,  I  support  strengthening  protection  of  our  land  and  its  natural 

resources,  as  proposed,  at  a  minimum,   in  Alt.  3.   I  oppose  any 

weakening  of  any  of  the  proposals  to  allow  for  more  destruction  of  the 
land  and  natural  values,  for  any  reason. 

Sincerely, 

Stan  Haye 

P.  0.  Drawer  » 

Independence,  Ca  93526 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  69  (Stan  Haye) 

69-1 )  Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 
Also  please  see  the  OHV  general  response  (p.5-8). 

69-2)  Please  see  general  response  for  minerals  (p.5-13).  Sensitive 
areas  with  high  resource  values  (i.e.  cultural,  wildlife,  riparian  or 
recreation)  have  been  proposed  for  mineral  withdrawal  where 
mineral  development  potential  is  likely  to  degrade  these  values. 
There  are  2,000  acres  of  existing  mineral  withdrawals,  and 
another  3,100  proposed  in  the  final  RMP.  An  additional  28,000 
acres  may  be  withdrawn  if  Congress  approves  the  Southern  Inyo 
Wilderness. 

69-3)      Please  see  the  "Grazing"  general  response  (p.5-1 1). 

It  is  not  the  policy  of  the  BLM  to  allow  livestock  grazing  to 
degrade  the  public  resources.  See  response  39-3. 

There  are  no  studies  available  to  indicate  that  dust  generated 
from  livestock  grazing  on  BLM  allotments  is  a  significant 
contributing  factor  to  Owens  Valley  air  quality  or  lack  of  it. 

Many  RMP  decisions  will  be  implemented  by  activity  plans  such 
as  AMPs  or  Habitat  Management  Plans.  These  activity  plans 
always  include  monitoring.  During  the  last  ten  years,  45  out  of 
the  65  allotments  have  been  monitored.  The  remaining  20 
allotments  have  not  been  monitored  due  to  limited  livestock  use. 

69-4,5)  See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals  (p.5-9). 

69-6)      See  general  response  for  minerals. 

Occupancy  trespass  on  mining  claims  is  not  tolerated  by  the 
BLM.  With  the  large  areas  covered  by  the  Bishop  Resource 
Area,  protecting  against  all  trespass  all  the  time  is  difficult. 
Moreover,  in  some  cases,  there  may  be  legal  questions  about 
legitimate  mining  operations  versus  trespass.  These  commonly 
will  be  resolved  only  in  court. 


69-7)  The  suitability  or  nonsuitability  of  the  eligible  creeks  as  well  as 
potential  acquisitions  will  be  addressed  in  the  upcoming  studies 
outside  the  scope  of  this  RMP. 

69-8)  Please  see  general  response  to  comments  on  OHV 
management. 

69-9)  Please  see  general  Bodie  response  (p.5-5),  which  addresses 
your  concerns. 

69-10)    See  the  general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.5-1 6). 

69-1 1)    See  general  response  for  minerals,  item  6. 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  MINES 

WESTERN  FIELD  OPERATIONS  CENTER 

EAST  360  3RD  AVENUE 

SPOKANE,  WASHINGTON  99202-1413 


i? 


January  15,    1991 


Memorandum 
To: 

From: 


Michael  A.  Ferguson,  Area  Manager — Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Bishop 

Resource  Area,  Bishop,  California 

Chief — Branch  of  Engineering  and  Economic  Analysis 


Subject:  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  and  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (EIS) 

The  Bureau  of  Mines  reviews  RMP/EISs  for  the  appropriateness  of  their 
assessment  and  planned  management  of  mineral  resources.   When  foreseeable 
economic  mineral  resources  are  involved,  as  in  the  Bishop  Resource  Area,  our 
definition  of  appropriateness  becomes  equal  consideration  and  emphasis  of 
minerals  as  a  resource  just  as  valuable  and  important  to  the  public  as  any 
other  resource  in  the  area.   The  nature  of  the  following  comments  are  of  two 
types — those  associated  with  the  presentation  of  mineral  resource  information 
and  those  associated  with  the  proposed  management  of  mineral  resources.   The 
Bishop  RMP/EIS  has  as  many  strong  points  as  weak  points.   Please  accept  our 
concerns  as  merely  an  effort  to  improve  the  final  EIS. 

The  document  contains  a  good  quantitative  estimate  of  impacts  to  mineral 
resources  based  on  given  management  alternatives.   It  gives  the  readers  a 
feel  for  the  inequity  of  the  preferred  alternative  towards  favored  resources 
(i.e.,  visual  resources)  at  the  expense  of  unfavored  resources,  particularly 
minerals.  The  document's  shortcomings  are  in  its  qualitative  assessment  of 
the  loss  to  mineral  exploration  and  development.   It  is  very  difficult  to 
determine  the  significance  of  the  8%  loss  to  locatable  mineral  deposits  and 
the  25%  loss  to  salable  mineral  deposits  between  Alternatives  1  and  4  (pp.  8 
and  9)  in  terms  of  which  mineral  deposits  are  being  impacted,  what  other 
resources  are  involved,  and  what  are  their  comparative  values.  This  detail  is 
necessary  for  reviewers  of  the  document  to  offer  knowledgeable  suggestions  for 
mitigation  measures  or  other  possible  alternatives. 
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The  most  effective  and  basic  addition  to  the  RMP/EIS  would  be  mineral 
potential  maps  for  locatable  and  leasable  minerals.  The  Lands  and  Minerals 
maps  included  with  the  document  provide  limited  information.  They  serve  only 
to  show  where  mineral  location  is  legally  allowable  and  not  where  mineral 
deposits,  and  thus  mineral  exploration  and  development,  are  most  likely  to 
occur.  These  maps  emphasize  quantity,  not  quality,  of  land  available  to 
mineral  entry.  Using  Alternative  3  in  an  extreme  scenario,  it  would  be 
completely  meaningless  to  show  718,000  acres  of  land  open  to  mineral  location 
if  the  only  areas  with  any  real  potential  for  mineral  development  are  within 
the  2,000  acres  currently  withdrawn  and  the  30,000  acres  proposed  for 
withdrawal  from  mineral  entry.  Since  the  RMP/EIS  already  contains  maps 
showing  visual  resource  management,  various  wildlife  habitats,  streams, 
surface  management,  etc.,  equitable  treatment  of  all  resources  would  require 
a  similar  map  showing  areas  of  high  and  moderate  mineral  potential.  By 
comparing  the  different  maps,  the  reviewers  could  identify  those  areas  with 
significant  resource  conflicts  and,  apparently,  where  the  nearly  unilateral 
impacts  against  mineral  exploration  and  development  are  occurring. 

Areas  where  exploration  and  development-  are  likely  to  occur  are  identified  on 
page  136  of  the  RMP/EIS.  Please  note  that  the  Colville  Management  Area  was 
omitted.  Mapping  areas  of  high  and  moderate  mineral  potential  around  these 
locations,  based  on  historical  mining  activity  and  similar  geology,  would  be 
an  excellent  start  in  preparing  a  mineral  potential  map  if  this  has  not  been 
done.  We  highly  recommend  that  you  enter  this  map  into  your  CIS  system  for 
the  same  reasons  other  resource  maps  are  entered.   Acreage  involving  conflicts 
between  management  decisions  that  impose  mineral  withdrawals  or  severe  mineral 
restrictions  and  high  or  moderate  mineral  resource  potential  could  be  easily 
extracted  and  tabulated  by  alternative  for  inclusion  into  the  final  EIS  {refer 
to  our  July  12,  1988,  letter  and  examples).   Time  permitting,  individual 
mineral  potential  areas  could  then  be  numbered  and  indexed  to  show  which 
mineral  commodities  are  present. 

Regarding  your  proposed  management  policies,  we  are  concerned  that  mineral 
resources  have  not  been  treated  as  the  rare,  valuable,  and  important  resources 
that  they  are.  The  RMP/EIS  indicates  that  only  1,200  of  the  Bishop  Resource 
Area's  750,000  acres  would  be  disturbed  under  Alternative  1  (pp.  8  and  9). 
This  represents  0.16%  of  the  entire  Resource  Area.  Obviously  mineral 
exploration  and  development  is  a  rare  occurrence.  Under  Alternative  4  only 
685  acres,  or  0.09%,  are  expected  to  be  disturbed.  This  515  acre,  or  0.07%, 
difference  seems  trivial.   However,  according  to  figures  on  page  199,  the 
difference  between  Alternative  1  and  Alternative  4  (515  acres)  represents 
$1  billion  to  Mono  County's  tax  base  and  250  jobs.  What  other  resource  on 
those  515  acres  could  possibly  be  of  better  use  under  the  multiple  use  system 
than  mineral  resource  development?  Mineral  exploration  and  development  are 
definitely  not  treated  equally  with  other  resources.   In  fact,  management 
appears  to  treat  it  as  a  problem  to  be  curtailed.  This  is  evidenced  by  such 
statements  as: 
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"Numerous  conflicts  with  other  surface  resources,  such  as  wildlife 
habitat  and  visual  resources,  arise  from  the  intense  nature  of  land 
use.  A  decision  needs  to,  be  made  as  to  how  these  conflicts  can  be 
reduced  including  whether  there  are  areas  of  high  mineral  production 
where  future  mineral  development  should  be  limited."  (page  23) 

"Identify  specific  lands  where  future  mineral  development  should  be 
limited."  (page  25) 

All  references  to  mineral  resource  management  are  in  terms  of  withdrawal  from 
entry  or  restricting  development.  No  mention  is  made  of  promoting  mineral 
resource  development.   Is  this  to  BLM  manages  public  lands  "in  a  manner  which 
recognizes  the  Nation's  need  for  domestic  sources  of  minerals"? 

It  appears  that  the  Bodie  Bowl  is  the  center  of  most  of  this  controversy.  We 
recognize  your  dilemma  between  maintaining  the  visual  aesthetics  of  the  area 
surrounding  Bodie  State  Park  or  allowing  full  development  of  the  Galactic- 
Bodie  deposit.   Restrictions  malting  5(1%  of  this  "super"  deposit  uneconomic  to 
develop  have  not  been  justified.  We  would  like  to  bring  to  your  attention  a 
similar  situation  concerning  the  Oregon  Trail  National  Interpretive  Center 
at  Flagstaff  Hill  in  the  Baker  Resource  Area,  Oregon.  This  also  involved 
a  conflict  between  the  visual  integrity  of  a  cultural  resource  and  the 
exploration  and  development  of  an  epithermal  gold  deposit.  BLM  recognized 
that  neither  single  use  constituted  the  best  use  for  the  area.  They  worked 
with  both  sides  and  came  up  with  a  reasonable  solution.  We  strongly  recommend 
their  EIS  for  consideration.   In  our  opinion  the  Bodie  Bowl  is  a  significant 
issue  and  warrants  n  separate  EIS  with  individual  detailed  alternatives. 
Management  decisions  for  this  area  are  too  important  to  be  finalized  in  an 
RMP/EIS  for  the  entire  Bishop  Resource  Area. 

We  would  like  to  assist  your  office  during  these  final  stages  of  the  RMP/EIS 
so  that,  these  and  other  ideas  can  lie  discussed  and  used.   Also,  we  would  be 
glad  to  assist  with  mineral  development  scenarios  for  an  EIS  on  the  Bodie 
Bowl.  Technical  assistance  and  minerals  related  Information  is  available  from 
this  office  on  request.   Please  contact  Michael  Dunn  at  FTS  139-2661.  Thank 
you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment. 


— 4-TV"John  R.  Norberg  / 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  70  (John  R.  Norberg,  U.S.  Bureau 
of  Mines) 

70-1)  The  impacts  to  locatable  minerals  are  more  accurately  defined 
in  the  final  RMP;  please  refer  to  the  general  response  for 
minerals  (p.5-13).  Specific  mineral  deposits  were  not  addressed 
in  this  document,  only  the  mineral  commodity.  Chapter  4, 
Impacts,  explains  the  resources  involved  and  their  comparative 
value. 

70-2)  The  analysis  of  impacts  to  minerals  from  other  resources  is  in 
Chapter  4  of  the  final  RMP. 

We  agree  that  mineral  potential  maps  for  locatable  and  leasable 
(geothermal)  minerals  are  needed.  These  are  supplied  in  the 
final  RMP. 

Alternative  3  was  not  chosen  as  the  preferred  alternative. 

Maps  showing  acreages  of  high  and  moderate  mineral  potential 
were  overlain  with  VRM,  year-long/seasonal  protection,  and 
withdrawals  to  determine  conflicts;  see  final  RMP. 

Mineral  potential  data  have  been  incorporated  into  our  GIS 
system;  a  map  is  included  in  Chapter  3.  The  statistics  included 
in  the  impact  analysis  section  of  the  final  RMP  were  generated 
using  GIS  as  per  your  suggestion.  The  Coleville  management 
area  has  been  included, 
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70-3)  BLM  believes  that  mineral  development  on  the  public  lands  is  a 
valid  use  (as  well  as  being  allowed  by  law).  Throughout  the 
resource  area  and  the  eastern  Sierra,  recreation  and  tourism  are 
recognized  as  the  most  important  segment  of  the  economy. 
Therefore,  while  allowing  mining  under  the  law  and  BLM 
regulations,  we  are  not  involved  in  promoting  it. 

The  cultural  values  within  the  Bodie  Bowl  are  of  national 
importance;  please  seethe  general  Bodie  response  (p.5-5).  The 
RMP  gives  general  management  direction  for  that  area.  Any  final 
decision  to  allow  or  deny  mineral  development  within  the  Bowl 
will  be  dependent  upon  the  environmental  document  following 
the  receipt  of  a  Plan  of  Operations. 

We  have  sent  for  a  copy  of  the  EIS  from  Oregon. 
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January  15,  1991 


Mike  Ferguson,  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
787  N.  Main  Street,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA   93514 


RE: 


Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  and  EIS 


Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

Please  consider  the  following  concerns  and  comments  in 
preparing  the  Final  Management  Plan  and  EIS  for  the  Bishop 
Resource  Area. 

Although  I  am  very  pleased  with  the  overall  environmental 
protection  being  planned  in  the  Management  Plan,  I  am  greatly 
alarmed  at  the  selection  of  an  alternative  for  a  utility 
corridor.   In  view  of  the  fact  that  a  third  of  the  power  for 
Los  Angeles  is  already  traveling  through  our  area  (in 
addition  to  providing  the  majority  of  their  water),  it  would 
seem  to  me  that  Owens  Valley  is  already  giving  it's  share 
toward  accommodating  the  needs  of  the  Los  Angeles  area. 
Areas  of  relatively  undisturbed  wilderness  are  one  of  our  few 
remaining  assets.   In  my  opinion,  Appendix  8  does  not  clearly 
demonstrate  a  need  for  a  utility  corridor  in  our  area.   In 
fact  Appendix  8  implies  that  putting  a  utility  corridor  in 
other  areas  would  not  be  feasible  due  to  public  outcry 
relating  to  environmental  concerns.   The  White  and  Inyo 
Mountains  are  as  sensitive  if  not  more  sensitive  than  other 
potential  utility  corridor  areas  in  the  state.   Furthermore, 
the  question  of  reliability  should  be  solved  in  technical 
ways  not  at  the  expense  of  our  environment. 

As  population  increases  in  the  West,  undeveloped  areas  are 
becoming  very  scarce.   We  cannot  afford  any  more  loss  of 
habitat  for  sensitive  plant  and  animal  species.   It  is  no 
longer  environmentally  feasible  to  allow  the  continued 
destruction  of  wilderness  areas  such  as  Soldier  Canyon.   We 
can  no  longer  view  costs  in  terms  of  economics  but   we  must 
also  consider  environmental  costs.   By  the  same  token,  we  can 
no  longer  view  value  in  terms  of  human  use  but  also  must 
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consider  the  long  term  environmental  consequences  of  any 
human  action  on  the  flora  and  fauna.   On  Page  90  it  is  stated 
that   "Although  impacts  to  semi-primitive  recreation  in  the 
area  would  be  severe,  the  current  level  of  use  is  low".   This 
statement  indicates  a  complete  disregard  and  lack  of 
understanding  for  environmental  protection  and  implies  that 
the  only  "value"  is  considered  in  human  terms.   In  my 
opinion,  the  environmental  costs  are  too  high  for  the 
inclusion  of  additional  transmission  corridors  in  our  area. 

Please  reconsider  the  impacts  of  providing  a  utility  corridor 
in  the  White  or  Inyo  Mountains  and  abandon  the  designating  of 
any  east/west  corridors  in  this  area. 

you  have  any  questions  or  need  clarification  on  any  of  my 
comments,  please  feel  free  to  call  me  (878-2004). 

Sincerely  yours, 


Kathy  Barnes 
P.O.  Box  323 
Independence,  CA   93526 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  71    (Kathy  Barnes) 

71-1)  The  corridor  decision  has  been  changed;  please  see  Chapter  2 
(p.2-47)  for  the  revised  decision  and  rationale.  Also  see  the 
general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.  5-1 6). 

The  draft  RMP's  Appendix  8  states  that  large  blocks  of  federal 
lands  along  both  sides  of  the  Nevada-California  border,  from  the 
northernmost  part  of  the  Inyo  National  Forest  southeasterly  to 
the  Las  Vegas  area,  cannot  be  considered  for  transmission  line 
corridor  designation  because  existing  land  use  designations  and 
allocations  (like  Wilderness  Study  Areas,  National  Monuments, 
military  reservations,  etc.)  preclude  transmission  line  corridor 
uses  of  those  lands.  See  also  the  need  analysis  section  of  the 
general  response  for  the  corridor  study. 

Concerning  the  "destruction  of  wilderness  areas  such  as  Soldier 
Canyon",  see  response  39-2. 

Environmental  impacts  and  costs  will  be  more  specifically 
addressed  and  evaluated  during  an  environmental  analysis 
conducted  in  response  to  a  proposed  project.  This  study 
estimates  the  impact  of  corridor  designation  and  transmission 
line  use  to  the  resources  and  resource  values  in  each  of  the 
areas  considered.  See  also  the  Impacts  section  of  the  general 
response  for  the  corridor  study. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  72  (Kris  Anderson-Moore) 

72-1)      Please  see  the  general   response  to  comments  on  OHV 
management. 
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SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  CHAPTER*  SIERRA  CLUB 

ALAMEDA  •  CONTRA  COSTA  •  MARIN  •  SAN  FRANCISCO  601 4  COLLEGE  AVENUE.  OAKLAND.  CA  94618 

BOOKSTORE;   (415)  658-7470  OFFICE:  (415)  653-6127  CONSERVATION:  (415)  653-6127 

January  15,  1991 

Hike  Ferguson,  Manager 
Bishop  Resource  Area,  ELM 
BISHOP  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 
787  North  Main  St.,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA  93514 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

The  San  Francisco  Bay  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club  has  received  a  copy  of 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Bishop  Resource  Area,  draft  resource 
management  plan,  which  was  reviewed  by  the  Chapter's  wilderness 
subcommittee.  The  committee  has  also  received  your  Dec.  21,  1990  letter 
about  the  RMP  addressed  to  "Dear  Citizen".   The  concern  of  the  Bay 
Chapter's  46,000  members  with  wise  management  of  our  public  lands  includes 
recreational,  scientific,  ecological,  cultural,  and  aesthetic  values  and  is 
expressed,  as  it  relates  to  principal  aspects  of  the  Bishop  draft  RMP,  in 
the  comments  below. 

WILDERNESS  PROPOSALS:  One  of  the  chief  natural  geographic  features  and. 
consequently,  valuable  public  resources  of  the  Bishop  Resource  Area  is  its 
large  expanses  of  undeveloped,  relatively  undsiturbed  wildlands.   Due  to 
the  rapid  proliferation  of  marinade  developments  elsewhere  In  our  country, 
particularly  as  observed  in  our  own  urban  area,  it  Is  increasingly  apparent 
that  we  must  guard  the  small  proportion  of  undeveloped  lands  remaining  in 
California  from  careless,  Inessential  development  that  may  profit  special 
Interest  groups  but  will  be  detrimental  to  the  longterm  Interests  of  the 
American  public.   Thus,  we  find  the  wilderness  proposals  in  your  draft 
unsatisfactorily  meager.  BLM  has  failed  to  give  adequate  consideration  of 
the  wilderness  quality  and  the  public  need  for  additional  wilderness 
designation.   In  your  final  document,  we  urge  you  to  include  additional 
acreage  in  the  South  Inyo  Mountains  area  for  wilderness  designation,  as 
well  as  in  Bodle  Hills  and  Volcanic  Tablelands. 

GRAZING:   public  lands  grazing  is  treated  in  a  cursory  and  Incomplete  way 
In  this  document;  there  Is  no  comprehensive  analysis  of  the  range  condition 
and  overall  grazing  Impacts.   By  law,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  must 
provide  such  comprehensive  study  to  aid  In  making  decisions  on  which  areas 
are  sensitive  and  require  protection  from  grazing.   Forage  conditions  In 
most  of  the  resource  area  are  marginal  at  best  and  the  impacts  caused  by 
the  cattle  far  outweigh  the  public  benefit;  benefit  generally  is  limited  to 
a  small  number  of  permittees  on  allotments.  Reference  in  the  Dec.  12  letter 
to  grazing  decisions  in  other  documents  in  this  context  serves  principally 
to  fragment  the  analysis  and  undermine  the  public  understanding.   Riparian 
areas  need  to  be  addressed  more  specifically  in  particular.  While  riparian 
areas  are  small  In  acreage,  they  concentrate  impacts  disproportionately. 
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POWERLINE  CORRIDOR:   Our  review  of  the  document  reveals,  surprisingly,  no 
description  of  the  need  of  any  new  powerline  corridor.   The  utility 
company's  request  for  a  corridor  is  apparently  taken  as  sufficient 
expression  of  need.  Obviously,  this  failure  to  demonstrate  need  is  a  major 
defect,  and  the  final  document  must  either  drop  the  request  or  Include 
studies  by  Impartial  agents  as  to  such  alleged  need.   Soliciting  input  on 
this  question  from  citizens'  environmental  groups  would  be  useful. 
Clearly,  to  put  in  additional  power  lines  with  minimum  impact  requires  any 
new  line  to  be  constructed  in  the  present  corrldor(s) .  Any  former 
powerllnes  rendered  obsolete  and  no  longer  used  after  construction  of  a  new 
line  should  be  removed;  such  removal  must  be  a  requirement  and  included  In 
the  utility  company's  costs.   Even  BLM  has  conceded  there  are  major 
problems  with  coordination  with  other  relevant  agencies  for  such  powerline 
construction.  No  corridor  can  legitimately  be  granted  under  these 
conditions.   Even  granted  that  corridor  designation  does  not  automatically 
imply  or  lead  to  powerline  construction  (which  requires  a  separate  EA 
process)  the  fact  remains  that  corridor  designation  In  Itself  Is  a  serious 
precedent  setting  action  causing  great  concern. 

MINERALS:  The  role  of  mineral  development  In  visual  Impacts  and  in  water 
pollution  has  not  been  adequately  addressed  in  a  comprehensive  way. 
Mineral  withdrawals  noted  appear  insignificant.   Further  mineral 
withdrawals  should  be  recommended  and  put  in  place,  at  the  least  for  the 
areas  we  recommend  for  wilderness  designation  (see  above) . 

FIRE  SUPPRESSION:   The  document  does  not  sufficiently  consider  the 
potential  impacts  on  the  land  by  fire  suppression  techniques  which  include 
road  construction  and/or  heavy  use  of  bulldozers  or  other  mechanized 
equipment.  The  document  should  have  an  integrated  study  of  the  advantages 
of  allowing  fire  In  undeveloped  areas  to  play  Its  natural,  ecological  role. 

WILDLIFE  PROTECTION:  We  would  like  to  see  more  attention  paid  to  special 
wildlife  habitat  areas,  Including  bighorn  sheep  reestsbllshment.  Nongame 
species  deserve  equal  management  protection  as  game  species. 

WATERSHED  PROTECTION:   existing  watershed  withdrawals  as  established  by 
Congress  should  be  retained.   It  is  not  made  clear  what  hydro -development 
projects  are  planned  that  might  call  for  abandonment  of  such  withdrawals. 
Impacts  of  withdrawals  also  require  more  detailed  description.   More  work 
and  explanation  are  required  on  this  topic. 

OHV  USE:  the  limitation  of  OHV  travel  to  designated  roads  and  trails  In 
most  of  the  Resource  Area  is  good,  but  concern  remains  as  to  the  extent  of 
roads  and  trails  left  open.  On  the  expectation  of  further  clarification  of 
this  and  BLM's  admitted  need  for  more  public  Involvement,  we  are  commenting 
no  further  on  OHV  routes  here,  but  request  to  receive  all  future  materials 
on  this  Issue  --  Including  snowmobile  use. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  offering  us  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  your 
draft  Resource  Management  Plan. 

Sincerely, 

Vicky  Hoover,  chair 
Wilderness  Subcommittee 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  73  (Sierra  Club,  S.F.  Bay  Chapt., 
Wilderness  Subcommittee) 

73-1 )  Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 

73-2)      Please  see  the  "Grazing"  general  response. 

Riparian  improvement  is  one  of  the  primary  goals  of  the  RMP. 
Improvement  is  being  directed  by  site-specific  decisions  within 
management  areas  and  by  eight  DPCs  (described  on  pp.241 - 
243,  draft  RMP). 

73-3)      See  the  general  response  for  the  corridor  study. 

Specific  measures,  such  as  the  removal  of  existing  powerlines 
made  obsolete  by  proposals  for  new  lines,  would  be  considered 
as  measures  to  mitigate  the  impacts  of  a  new  line.  Such 
mitigation  measures  would  be  addressed  in  the  environmental 
analysis  of  a  project  proposal.  The  impacts  of  locating  a  new 
line  in  an  existing  corridor  would  not  necessarily  be  less  than 
locating  it  in  an  unoccupied  corridor.  Only  through  a  separate 
analysis  of  each  project  could  that  determination  be  made. 

73-4)  See  Minerals  general  response  (p.5-13),  items  3  and  4.  Mineral 
development  with  regards  to  water  pollution  is  regulated  by  the 
Lahontan  Water  Quality  Control  Board  and  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers.  Impacts  of  mining  on  water  quality  are  therefore 
beyond  the  scope  of  this  document.  Visual  impacts  are 
described  in  a  general  manner,  in  the  absence  of  site-specific 
proposals,  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  RMP.  As  mining  plans  of 
operation  are  submitted,  a  detailed  EA  or  EIS  will  be  prepared 
to  address  impacts  to  visual  resources  and  other  values.  Also 
see  response  69-2. 

73-5)      Please  refer  to  response  45-2. 

73-6)  We  appreciate  your  concern  with  habitat  management  for  non- 
game    species.        As    one    example,     our    decisions    for 


implementation  of  desired  plant  communities  would  benefit  a 
broad  diversity  of  non-game  .animals  in  some  areas. 

73-7)      See  general  response  for  watershed  withdrawals. 
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Tuesday,  January  15,  1991 

Michael  Ferguson 
Bishop  Resource  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
787  N.  Main  Street,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA  93514 

I  am  writing  to  you  to  express  my  concern  regarding  Eastern 
Sierra  BLM  lands  in  Mono  and  Inyo  counties.  Specifically,  I  direct 
my  comments  towards  the  recent  draft  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP) 
and  its  four  different  alternatives.  I  urge  you  to  support 
Alternative  3  (three) ,  the  natural  resource  enhancement 
alternative,  with  the  following  changes  : 

75-/   |  -  Protect  the  roadless  character  of  all  Wilderness  Study  Areas 


-  Withdraw  all  BLM  lands  adjacent  to  Bodie  State  Park  from  mineral 
development  (in  addition  to  the  30,000  acres  proposed  for 
withdrawal  under  alternative  3) . 

-  Assess  the  condition  of  the  range  throughout  the  resource  area 
and  restrict  or  eliminate  grazing  from  areas  which  are  being 
impacted  by  overgrazing. 

-  Prohibit  off  road  vehicle  use  in  ALL  wilderness  study  areas, 
ACECs,  and  other  regions  where  motorized  travel  could  degrade 
resources  or  conflict  with  other  uses. 

-  Support  designation  of  the  ten  rivers  found  eligible  for  Wild  and 
Scenic  status  with  the  provision  that  private  land  in  the  river 
corridor  be  acquired  to  increase  the  mile  of  streams  which  are 
protected. 

-  Support  the  ACEC  designations,  utility  corridor  elimination,  and 
land  acquisitions  under  Alternative  3. 

As  an  avid  hiker  and  backpacker,  I  sincerely  desire  that  you  act  to 
preserve  and  protect  these  Eastern  Sierra  lands  for  those  wanting 
to  experience  their  historical,  ecological,  and  wilderness  values, 
as  well  as  safeguarding  the  livelihood  of  indigenous  plant  and 
wildlife  species. 


Sincerely, 


Mark  Adrian 

5116  Park  Rim  Drive 

San  Diego,  CA  92117-1044 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  75  (Mark  Adrian) 

75-1 )      Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 

75-2)      Please  see  the  general  Bodie  response  (p.5-5)  and  the  general 
minerals  response  (p.5-13),  which  address  this  issue. 

75-3)      Please  see  the  "Grazing"  general  response  (p.5-11). 

75-4)      Please  see  general  response  to  comments  on  OHV  management 
(p.5-8). 

75-5)      Please  see  response  69-7. 
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January  14,  1991 


Mr.  Michael  Ferguson 

Area  Manager 

Bishop  Resource  Area 

U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

787  North  Main  Street,  Suite  P 

Bishop,  California  93514 


RE:   Input  on  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  for  BLM's  Bishop 
Resource  Area. 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

Defenders  of  Wildlife  submits  this  letter  as  our  comments  and 
recommendations  on  the  above-referenced  Draft  RMP.   Please  consider  our 
input,  and  include  this  letter  in  the  appropriate  administrative  record. 

At  the  outset,  we  are  disappointed  with  BLM's  preferred  alternative  because 
it  would  not  adequately  protect  many  important  species,  habitats,  and  other 
resources.   For  example,  this  preferred  alternative  would  only  withdraw  one 
half  of  one  percent  of  public  lands  from  mineral  entry  to  reduce  conflicts 
or  protect  resources.   In  addition,  the  RMP  includes  contradictory  claims 
with  respect  to  livestock  grazing,  and  no  grazing  assessment  is  provided  to 
determine  the  extent  of  grazing  impacts.   Moreover,  almost  98%  of  the 
Resource  Area  would  remain  open  to  off-road  vehicle  uses  on  designated 
roads  and  trails,  despite  the  likelihood  of  practical  difficulties  in  terms 
of  monitoring  these  uses  and  preventing  deleterious  impacts. 

In  light  of  these  and  other  deficiencies,  we  support  and  urge  BLM  to 
strengthen  and  implement  Alternative  3 ,  the  Natural  Resource  Enhancement 
Alternative.  For  example,  we  support  Alternative  3's  proposed  Area  of 
Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC)  designations,  the  elimination  of  a 
utility  corridor,  and  land  acquisitions  to  protect  important  resources  and 
facilitate  coordinated  BLM  management. 

However,  please  substantially  strengthen  Alternative  3  prior  to  its 
implementation.   For  example,  please  place  all  Wilderness  Study  Areas  in 
protective  roadless  management  until  Congress  acts  upon  BLM's  wilderness 
re   emendations.   In  other  words,  the  pristine  roadless  character  of  all 
Wj    rness  Study  Areas  must  be  maintained  and  fully  protected. 

Next,  in  addition  to  the  30,000  acres  proposed  for  withdrawal  from  mineral 
entry  under  alternative  3,  please  also  withdraw  all  BLM  lands  adjacent  to 
Bodie  State  Historic  Park.   A  massive  proposed  mining  operation  near  this 
famous  ghost  town  could  literally  shake  apart  fragile  historic  structures 
and  otherwise  destroy  the  integrity  of  this  park. 

CALIFORNIA   OFFICE:    1228    N    ST.,    SUITE    *6,    SACRAMENTO,    CA    95814    •    (916)    442-6386    •    FAX:    (916)    442-6389 
NATIONAL  OFFICE:   1244   NINETEENTH   ST.,   NW   •  WASHINGTON,   DC  20036   •   (202)  659-9510  •   FAX:   (202)  833-3349 
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In  addition,  please  provide  an  objective  and  comprehensive  assessment  of 
riparian  habitats  and  other  range  conditions  affected  by  domestic  livestock 
grazing.   The  RMP  should  require  that  when  the  assessment's  findings  are 
available  livestock  grazing  should  be  eliminated  or  restricted  where 
adverse  impacts  or  resource  conflicts  occur.   For  example,  livestock 
grazing  should  be  stopped  where  it  is  diminishing  important  riparian 
habitats  or  jeopardizing  bighorn  sheep  through  the  prospect  of  disease 
transmission. 

The  RMP  should  prohibit  off-road  vehicle  use  in  all  Wilderness  Study  Areas, 
ACECs  and  other  areas  where  motorized  travel  may  harm  resources,  conflict 
with  other  uses,  or  be  difficult  to  monitor. 

Finally,  please  support  and  work  to  implement  the  designation  of  the  ten 
streams  found  eligible  for  inclusion  within  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic 
River  System,  along  with  a  provision  to  acquire  private  lands  in  these 
stream  corridors  wherever  possible  to  increase  the  miles  of  streams  which 
are  protected.   Until  such  protective  designation  occurs,  these  streams 
should  continue  to  be  managed  to  preserve  their  resource  values  and 
eligibility  for  designation. 

In  summary,  please  support  and  work  to  implement  RMP  Alternative  3,  with 
the  above-described  strengthening  provisions. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  considering  our  views. 

Sincerely, 


Richard  Spotts 
California  Representative 
Defenders  of  Wildlife 


cc:   Interested  Parties 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  76  (Defenders  of  Wildlife) 

76-1 )  Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 

76-2)  Please  see  the  general  Bodie  response,  which  addresses  these 
issues. 

76-3)  Please  see  the  "Grazing"  (p.5-11)  and  DPC  (p.5-10)  general 
responses. 

We  appreciate  your  concern  for  wildlife  habitat.  Intensive 
assessment  and  monitoring  of  streams  and  riparian  habitat  has 
been  an  ongoing  effort  in  this  resource  area,  and  this  information 
is  part  of  the  public  record  used  in  preparing  the  RMP. 
Methodology  and  data  are  available  for  review  at  our  office.  The 
RMP  sets  objectives  for  riparian  and  other  habitats;  where 
monitoring  shows  that  these  objectives  are  not  being  met, 
conflicts  will  be  resolved  through  site-specific  management 
plans. 

There  are  no  domestic  sheep  grazed  on  Bishop  Resource  Area 
lands  on  or  adjacent  to  current  bighorn  sheep  habitat. 

76-4)  Please  see  general  response  to  comments  on  OHV 
management. 

76-5)  Please  see  response  69-7.  In  the  interim,  the  free-flowing  nature 
of  the  creeks  and  the  outstandingly  remarkable  values  which 
contributed  to  the  creeks'  designation  will  be  protected. 


Polar  Equipment  Company  ■  12881  Foothill  Lane  •  Saratoga,  California  95070  •  Telephone  408-867-4676 

JAty 


jolai 

I  EQUIPMENT 


fti    19% 


i?®9l 


,^jtt£~4**  **-> 


,  Zlw/  «***^ 


tcmi/ 


'■■u*.  J« 


*±L 


Ifi**  f<«st<  f 


*-   ii 


^U*c**^*^-.   **4t£    &i&yc**~i 


lAtXi-t^r^t 


5-191 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  77  (Polar  Equipment  Company) 

77-1)      Please  see  the  "Grazing"  general  response  (p.5-1 1). 

77-2)      Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 
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COMMENTS  ON  THE  DRAFT  BISHOP 
RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


January  15,  1991 


RONALD  A.  ZUMBRUN 
ROBIN  L.  RIVETT 
JAMES  S.  BURLING 

Pacific  Legal  Foundation 

2700  Gateway  Oaks  Drive 

Suite  200 

Sacramento,  California  95833 

Attorneys  for  Pacific 
Legal  Foundation 
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INTRODUCTION 

Pacific  Legal  Foundation  is  a  nonprofit,  public 
interest  law  firm  based  in  Sacramento,  California,  with  a 
branch  office  in  Anchorage,  Alaska.   PLF  has  over  20,000 
supporters  throughout  the  United  States  and  has  the  primary 
purpose  of  litigating  in  the  public  interest  and  in  the 
defense  of  individual  freedoms,  private  property  rights,  the 
free  enterprise  system,  and  balanced  environmental  and  public 
land  policies. 

Our  public  lands  contain  substantial  economic, 
natural,  and  recreational  resources.   The  use  of  the  public 
lands,  for  as  many  compatible  purposes  as  possible,  has  long 
been  a  cornerstone  of  our  public  land  policies.   While 
society's  estimation  of  the  relative  value  of  certain 
resources  has  changed  over  time,  our  ability  to  use  the 
public  land  resources  for  a  variety  of  multiple  uses  remains 
crucial.   In  other  words,  while  society  may  consider 
recreational  values  more  important  today  than  a  generation 
ago,  the  public  lands  still  can,  and  must,  be  managed  to 
accommodate  recreation  and  grazing  and  mining  and  wildlife 
and  so  on. 

The  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of 
1976  (FLPMA)  and  the  Mining  Law  of  1872  provide  particular 
direction  to  land  managers  in  how  to  manage  the  public  lands 
for  multiple  uses,  including  mining.   The  Draft  Bishop 
Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
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(DBRMP/EIS)  attempts,  but  ultimately  does  not  succeed,  in 
meeting  the  goals  of  FLPMA  and  the  mining  laws.   These 
comments  will  address  areas  where  the  DBRMP/EIS  can  be 
improved.   Because  of  the  failings  of  this  draft,  another 
draft  should  be  prepared  before  a  final  document  is  released. 
A.   Area-Wide  Alternatives 

The  discussion  of  the  area-wide  alternatives 
needs  elaboration.   Many  decisions  are  listed  for  each  of  the 
four  alternatives,  but  those  decisions  are  not  explained. 
Either  there  should  be  more  discussion  in  the  area-wide 
alternatives,  or  reference  should  be  made  to  the  more 
specific  individual  management  area  discussions  that  treat 
the  listed  decisions  in  more  detail. 
1.   Alternative  I 

The  following  comments  for  Alternative  1  are 
generally  applicable  to  the  other  alternatives  listed  in  the 
DBRMP/EIS . 

The  Alternative  1  "decisions"  listed  on  Pages  39-40 
do  not  necessarily  comport  with  the  more  detailed  decisions 
described  in  the  individual  management  area  discussions. 
For  example,  on  Page  71,  the  DBRMP/EIS  states  that  the  Long 
Valley  Management  Area  theme  for  Alternative  1  makes 
recreational  use  and  geothermal  development  secondary  to 
wildlife.   Yet,  the  area-wide  discussion  of  Alternative  1 
does  not  expressly  state  that  wildlife  will  be  primary.   In 
many  other  places,  the  discussion  of  the  area-wide 
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alternatives  is  very  vague,  and  provides  no  real  clue 
concerning  what  the  specific  management  decisions  will  be. 
This  sort  of  ambiguity  must  be  resolved. 

The  Alternative  1  discussion  states  that  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  (BLM)  will  "[p]rovide  salable  minerals  for 
community  and  private  use,  within  the  constraints  of  the 
plan. "   DBRMP/EIS  at  40  (emphasis  added).   But  what  are  the 
"constraints  of  the  plan"?   If  they  are  not  listed  in  the 
plan  itself,  this  information  is  not  very  useful.   The  only 
detail  is  found  on  the  charts  on  Page  37 .   Those  charts 
indicate  that  there  may  be  restrictions  in  "yearlong  and 
seasonal  protection  areas."   What  areas?   What  restrictions? 
Is  this  related  to  the  Land  Use  Restrictions  Map  for 
Alternative  1  that  shows  areas  as  "Yearlong  Protection,"  or 
"Seasonal  Protection,"  or  some  combination  thereof? 

Likewise,  the  DBRMP/EIS  explains  that  Alternative  1 
will  allow  for  "geothermal  exploration  and  development  within 
the  constraints  of  the  plan,"  DBRMP/EIS  at  40,  but  there  is 
no  explanation  of  what  the  plan  is,  except  for  the  chart 
on  Page  37  and  the  Land  Use  Restrictions  Map.   The  map 
incidentally  has  three  categories:   "Yearlong  Protection," 
"Seasonal  Protection,"  and  "No  Geothermal  Leasing."   Do  all 
three  restrictions  apply?   (The  same  need  for  clarification 
applies  to  the  other  alternatives  as  well.) 

An  alternative  that  prohibits  geothermal  leasing 
should  not  be  adopted.   World  events  are  making  it  painfully 
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clear  that  we  should  work  in  the  direction  of  energy 
independence,  rather  than  fighting  for  energy  dependence. 

In  the  description  of  Alternative  1,  maintaining 
the  status  quo,  it  is  stated  that  2,000  acres  will  be 
withdrawn  from  mineral  entry.   Yet,  on  the  chart  on  Page  37 
it  states  that  30,000  acres  are  proposed  for  withdrawal  under 
Alternative  1.   This  contradiction  needs  clarification. 

The  withdrawal  of  30,000  acres  of  mineral  lands,  in 
any  of  the  alternatives,  would  not  be  good  policy,  and  is  not 
in  accordance  with  the  policy  dictates  of  the  Mining  and 
Minerals  Policy  Act  of  1970,  30  U.S.C.  §  21a,  where  Congress 
declared  that  "it  is  the  continuing  policy  of  the  Federal 
Government  in  the  national  interest  to  foster  and  encourage 
private  enterprise  in  (1)  the  development  of  economically 
sound  and  stable  domestic  mining,  minerals,  metal  and  mineral 
reclamation  industries."   This  goal  is  repeated  in  FLPMA, 
at  43  U.S.C.  §  1701(a) (12),  and  the  National  Materials  and 
Minerals  Policy,  Research  and  Development  Act  of  1980, 
30  U.S.C.  §§  1601,  1602,  and  1605. 

The  statement  that  the  "[a]verage  allotment  wide 
utilization  will  not  exceed  60%,"  DBRMP/EIS  at  40,  needs 
clarification.   Assuming  that  it  refers  to  livestock  grazing, 
where  does  this  number  come  from?   Why  is  it  necessary?   What 
will  be  the  socioeconomic  impacts  of  such  reduction  on  the 
ranchers  and  communities  dependent  in  part  on  livestock 
grazing? 


5-194 


78-4 


78-7 


The  DBRMP/EIS  says  under  Alternative  1  that  the 
"Bodie  Bowl  SRMA  will  be  managed  to  preserve  Bodie's  historic 
integrity  in  coordination  with  Bodie  State  Historic  Park. " 
Exactly  what  does  this  mean  for  potential  mining  in  the  area? 
The  more  detailed  discussion  on  Page  62  for  Alternative  1  is 
no  more  informative. 

In  general,  the  present  day  management  of  the 
area  provides  for  a  good  mix  of  multiple  uses.   But  exactly 
what  Alternative  1  means  is  too  ambiguous  as  described  to 
determine  the  preferability  of  this  alternative.   In  the  more 
detailed  charts  on  Page  37  it  appears  that  Alternative  2  is  a 
better  alternative,  but  more  detail  is  required  before  such  a 
conclusion  can  be  reached. 
2.   Alternative  2 

Alternative  2,  Custodial  Management,  has  some 
merit  in  that  it  will  encourage  the  productive  use  of  the 
natural  resources  of  the  region.   Unfortunately,  the  details 
of  the  alternative  are  too  sketchy  to  be  certain  that  this  is 
the  most  preferable  alternative.   However,  because  the 
implications  behind  some  of  the  language  used  to  describe 
this  alternative  (e.g. .  "minimal  management,"  "reactive 
management")  are  negative,  it  appears  that  BLM  is  not 
seriously  considering  this  alternative.   Although  this 
alternative  should  be  given  serious  consideration,  it 
probably  is  included  in  the  DBRMP/EIS  only  for  the  purpose 
of  setting  out  the  end  of  the  continuum  of  possible  uses.   Is 
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this  the  "hard  look"  required  by  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act? 

The  discussion  of  the  Bodie  Hills  on  Pages  41  and 
43  is  equally  uninformative  as  it  is  for  Alternative  1. 

The  DBRMP/EIS  does  not  adequately  explain  why  the 
management  goals  of  Alternative  2  would  necessarily  require 
the  closing  of  the  Crowley  Lake  Campground. 
3.   Alternative  3 

Alternative  3  is  completely  unacceptable.   It 
represents  an  extreme  philosophy  oriented  against  human- 
oriented  uses  and  natural  resource  development.   The 
discussion  notes  on  Page  43  that  "[i]ncreased  funding  would 
be  required."  With  the  present  budget  crisis,  this  is  less 
than  likely.   Therefore,  this  alternative  makes  little 
practical  sense. 

There  is  insufficient  discussion  as  to  what  the 
implications  of  this  alternative  would  be  on  the  people  who 
live  in  and  near  the  management  area.   Such  a  discussion 
should  address  community  economics,  employment,  and  the 
social  dislocations  caused  by  job  losses. 

For  the  reasons  discussed  above,  the  closure  of 
30,000  acres  to  mineral  entry  would  be  unacceptable.   It  is 
contrary  to  congressional  policy  and  to  the  economic  and 
security  needs  of  the  nation. 
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4.   Alternative  4 

Alternative  4,  like  the  preceding  alternatives, 
requires  more  elaboration  and  study  of  its  socioeconomic 
impacts . 

This  is  the  only  alternative  that  refers  to  "roaded 
natural  experiences."   Since  an  overwhelming  majority  of 
recreational  visitors  engage  in  sightseeing  from  automobiles, 
this  is  a  necessary  aspect  of  whatever  alternative  that  is 
ultimately  chosen. 

This  alternative  states  that  snowmobile  use  will  be 
limited  to  designated  areas  and  routes.   DBRMP/EIS  at  50. 
The  chart  on  Page  37  elaborates  by  saying  that  there  will  be 
restrictions  in  sage  grouse  wintering  areas.   What  is  the 
scientific  basis  for  this  decision?  Where  are  there 
references  to  studies  supporting  a  relationship  between  sage 
grouse  populations  and  snowmobile  restrictions? 

The  proposal  to  withdraw  1,900  acres  from  mineral 
entry  is  not  supported  by  the  record.   It  conflicts  with 
Congress'  stated  management  goal  of  encouraging  the 
development  of  domestic  sources  of  minerals.   Mineral 
withdrawals  are  not  in  the  public  interest  when  intelligent 
planning  and  reclamation  plans  for  mineral  exploration  and 
development  can  be  just  as  effective  in  protecting  the 
environment. 

Off-road  vehicle  use  should  not  be  prohibited  or 
unduly  restricted  on  existing  roads  or  ways,  especially 
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when  such  off-road  vehicle  use  is  necessary  for  mineral 
exploration,  livestock  grazing,  and  responsible  recreation. 

Overall,  for  a  "balanced"  alternative,  this 
proposal  is  too  heavily  weighted  toward  the  protection  of 
everything  except  natural  resource  development  (i^e,.,  mining, 
grazing,  tourism) . 
B.   Alternatives  for  Individual  Management  Areas 

As  with  the  listing  of  the  decisions  under  the 
four  area-wide  alternatives,  the  decisions  for  the  various 
alternatives  for  the  individual  management  areas  are  often 
not  supported  by  any  rationale  and  are  too  vague  to 
understand  the  full  implications  of  any  particular 
alternative. 

1.   Coleville  Management  Area 

The  decision  under  Alternatives  1,  3,  and  4  to 
acquire  between  945  and  1,751  acres  of  private  land  should 
not  be  adopted.   The  federal  government  already  owns  more 
than  enough  land  in  the  region.   If  management  objectives 
cannot  be  met  in  areas  where  the  government  already  owns 
over  90%  of  the  land,  the  government  needs  to  reassess  its 
objectives.   Moreover,  a  federal  agency  which  cannot 
accomplish  its  goals  under  such  circumstances  does  not 
deserve  any  additional  land.   Further  reductions  in  private 
land  will  only  further  erode  the  local  tax  base  and  potential 
for  economic  development. 

-  8  - 


5-196 


78  -1 2 


78-/3 


7«-/tf 


Limited  commercial  timber  harvesting  as  described 
in  Alternative  2  is  a  viable  option  tl  ^t  should  be  adopted, 
subject  to  regulatory  constraints  that  protect  wildlife  in 
the  area. 

Alternative  3  is  not  acceptable  because  of  its 
incompatibility  with  human  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  area. 

The  idea  in  Alternative  4  to  consolidate  salable 
minerals  to  one  pit  needs  explanation.   Why  is  one  large  pit 
preferable?  Are  the  minerals  in  the  region  so  homogeneous 
that  one  pit  can  serve  the  same  needs  as  separate  pits?  How 
will  the  economics  and  leasing  details  be  worked  out? 

The  statement  on  Page  57  that  "[t]h«  local  economy 
would  benefit  more  from  increased  tourism  than  by  short-term 
consumptive  uses  of  timber  and  other  natural  resources"  is 
unfounded  and  without  factual  basis.   It  strongly  reflects 
the  unsubstantiated  bias  of  the  writer.   Where  are  the 
economic  studies  supporting  this  conclusion?  Where  is 
there  any  analysis  of  how  much  tourism  will  be  developed? 
Consumptive  uses  have  served  the  region  well  for  decades  and 
is  in  no  way  incompatible  with  the  as  yet  unrealized  goal  of 
tourism.   Consumptive  uses  are  not  short  term  so  long  as 
renewable  resources  are  properly  managed.   Even  mineral 
development  is  a  long-term  sustainable  use  in  a  regional 
economy  when  exploration  for  new  replacement  deposits  is 
allowed. 
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2.   Bridgeport  Valley  Management  Area 

The  proposal  to  dispose  of  506  acres  of  bureau  land 
(Alternatives  1  and  2)  for  community  development  should  be 
adopted  rather  than  Alternatives  2  or  3  (0  or  207  acres, 
respectively) .   There  is  a  shortage  of  nonfederal  developable 
land  which  can  be  met  by  this  disposal. 

Saleable  minerals  should  continue  to  be  made 
available  as  discussed  in  Alternatives  1  and  2 . 

No  further  land  should  be  acquired  in  the  region. 
The  acquisition  decisions  for  Alternative  3  (2,175  acres)  and 
Alternative  4  (1,138  acres)  should  be  rejected.   There  is 
already  too  little  privately  owned  land  in  the  area; 
reductions  will  adversely  affect  economic  development  and 
the  local  tax  base. 

Rather  than  removing  areas  from  mineral  entry, 
Alternatives  3  and  4,  emphasis  should  be  placed  on  regulating 
mineral  activities  to  ensure  that  they  remain  compatible  with 
environmental  values.   There  is  no  support  anywhere  in  the 
DBRMP/EIS  that  mineral  exploration  and  mining  cannot  proceed 
in  a  manner  compatible  with  environmental  values.   Lacking 
such  a  showing,  these  withdrawals  are  arbitrary  and 
capricious. 

Similarly,  there  is  a  lack  of  analysis  as  to  why 
geothermal  leasing  must  be  prohibited  within  one  mile  of  the 
Travertine  Hot  Springs.   Leasing  with  adequate  stipulations 
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should  be  able  to  adequately  protect  the  values  of  the 
springs. 

Overall,  the  preferred  alternative  lacks  any 
"multiple  use"  character.   It  is,  instead,  a  prescription  for 
preservationism,  and  does  not  follow  the  congressional 
mandate  in  FLPMA  for  multiple  use. 

3.   Bodie  Hills  Management  Area 

A  proper  analysis  of  alternatives  is  especially 
critical  in  the  Bodie  Hills  Management  Area.   It  is  well 
known  that  Galactic  Resources  may  develop  a  large  scale  mine 
that  could  greatly  enhance  the  economic  vitality  of  the 
entire  region,  and  in  fact  make  a  significant  contribution  to 
the  state's  mining  economy.   A  decision  to  proceed  with  a 
management  plan  that  minimizes  multiple  use  and  mining  would 
be  contrary  to  the  public  interest. 

In  Alternatives  1  and  2  it  is  stated  that  while 
geothermal  leasing  will  be  allowed,  no  surface  occupancy  will 
be  permitted  and  there  will  be  no  physical  structures  that 
are  not  in  "harmony"  with  historic  and  visitor  values.   Just 
what  is  this  supposed  to  mean?   How  can  there  be  practical 
geothermal  development  without  at  least  minimal  surface 
occupancy  or  nonhistoric  structures?   If  this  is  the  same 
thing  as  a  ban  on  geothermal  leasing,  the  DBRMP/EIS  should 
say  so.   In  these  times  of  energy  uncertainty,  geothermal 
leasing  should  be  adopted  in  the  preferred  alternative,  in  a 
manner  that  makes  such  leasing  practical. 
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Physical  structures  necessary  for  other  uses  of  the 
Bodie  Bowl  should  also  be  permitted  when  necessary. 

Land  should  be  released  for  residential  housing  as 
per  Alternative  2  (62  acres) .   With  the  prospect  of  a  major 
mine  in  the  region,  it  is  important  that  affordable  housing 
be  available;  one  way  to  achieve  this  would  be  to  free  up 
small  amounts  of  BLM  land  for  private  acquisition. 

The  proposals  in  Alternatives  3  and  4  to  acquire 
large  tracks  of  private  land  (13,825  and  5,725  acres)  should 
be  rejected  outright.   There  is  no  proven  need  to  remove  this 
land  from  productive  use  and  the  tax  base  of  the  community. 

The  emphasis  on  the  maintenance  of  dependent  plant 
communities  in  Alternatives  3  and  4  (as  in  all  the  other 
individual  management  areas)  exalts  a  single-use  philosophy 
over  too  many  other  existing  and  potential  uses  of  the  area. 
This  emphasis  should  be  curtailed  in  the  final  preferred 
alternative. 

Alternative  3  has  substantial  adverse  implications 
for  the  ranching  economy  in  the  area.   This  alternative  will 
require  drastic  reductions  in  cattle  allotments,  and  a  change 
from  cattle  to  sheep  in  some  areas.   There  is  no  showing  that 
this  is  necessary,  and  it  is  certainly  contrary  to  the 
socioeconomic  interests  of  the  residents.   The  economics  of 
sheep  and  cattle  ranching  are  very  different.   It  is  simply 
not  practical  to  force  cattle  ranchers  to  become  sheepherders 
overnight.   Nor  is  it  necessarily  desirable.   This 
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alternative  (and  the  elements  of  this  alternative  that  are 
incorporated  into  Alternative  4)  should  be  rejected.1 

Alternative  4  likewise  should  be  rejected.   Its 
heavy  emphasis  on  habitat  and  "enhanced"  recreational  values, 
at  the  direct  expense  of  mining  and  livestock  grazing,  is 
contrary  to  the  public  interest.   Well  regulated  mining  and 
livestock  grazing  can  coexist  with  wildlife  habitat  and 
recreation;  there  is  no  good  reason  to  curtail  mining  and 
livestock  activities.   The  choice  of  this  alternative  is  more 
reflective  of  an  anti-resource  development  bias  than  sound 
resource  management  principles. 

In  fact,  it  is  absolutely  incredible  that  this 
preferred  alternative ' s  "Management  Theme"  should  so 
completely  ignore  the  presence  of  a  world-class  mine  that  has 
the  potential  of  pumping,  over  its  lifetime,  millions  of 
dollars  into  the  local  economy,  and  adding  $2  billion  to  the 
local  tax  base.   It  would  be  highly  irresponsible  for  BLM  to 
adopt  an  alternative  that  does  not  adopt  the  management  goal 
of  doing  everything  necessary  to  promote  the  development  of 
an  environmentally  responsible  mining  operation  in  the  Bodie 
Bowl.   Otherwise,  the  plan  would  be  in  direct  contradiction 
of  Congress'  unambiguous  policy  to  promote  domestic  mineral 
production  on  the  public  lands.   While  it  is  true  that  no 


1  While  it  is  understood  that  the  management  plan  is  not  the 
primary  planning  document  for  livestock  activities,  many  of 
the  decisions  made  in  this  plan  will  have  a  significant 
impact  on  livestock  ranching.   The  implications  of  these 
impacts  must  be  thoroughly  examined. 
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lawsuit  has  ever  been  filed  challenging  a  plan's  failure  to 
comply  with  the  express  policy  mandates  of  Congress,  there 
would  be  reasonable  grounds  for  such  an  action  if  the  plan  is 
adopted  as  written.   The  final  alternative  must  not  only 
recognize  the  existence  of  the  mineral  deposit,  but  it  also 
must  remove  bureaucratic  obstacles  to  successful  mineral 
development. 

For  example,  the  visual  resource  designation  of  the 
Bodie  Bowl  as  "VRM  1"  standard,  and  the  main  travel  routes  as 
"VRM  2"  is  just  such  an  unnecessary  impediment  to  mining. 

It  is  likewise  questionable  that  the  Bodie  Bowl 
should  even  be  considered  as  "A  Special  Recreation  Management 
Area"  considering  the  mineral  resources  of  the  area. 

The  description  of  the  alternative  is  too  vague. 
For  example,  the  proposal  to  enhance  "dispersed  recreation 
opportunities  such  as  OHV  touring,"  DBRMP/EIS  at  65,  is  to  be 
applauded — except  it  is  unclear  if  the  plan's  method  of 
enhancement  would  be  at  the  expense  of  livestock  grazing  and 
mining.   It  is  not  necessary  that  such  enhancement  be  at  the 
expense  of  grazing  and  mining,  yet  the  vagueness  of  the 
description  leaves  this  possibility  open.   In  fact,  there 
should  be  no  conflict  between  recreation  and  resource 
development.   The  final  plan  should  better  explain  what 
"enhance"  means,  and  make  it  clear  that  such  enhancement  will 
not  be  at  the  expense  of  other  resource  values  such  as 
grazing  and  mining. 
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The  proposal  to  make  the  Bodie  Bowl  into  an  Area  of 
Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC)  should  not  be  adopted 
as  written.   First  of  all,  there  is  a  lack  of  showing  that 
the  area  needs  to  be  made  an  ACEC.   According  to  43  U.S.C. 
§  1702(a),  an  ACEC  is  defined  as  appropriate  when  required  to 
"protect  and  prevent  irreparable  damage  to  important  historic 
values."   It  is  apparent  that  the  proposed  designation  of 
the  Bodie  Bowl  as  an  ACEC  is  designed  to  restrict  mining 
operations.   But  because  the  mining  operations  will  occur 
well  away  from  the  historic  townsite,  there  is  no  showing 
that  the  mining  would  have  any  adverse  impact  on  any  historic 
structure.   Therefore,  designation  of  the  Bodie  Bowl  as  an 
ACEC  would  be  overkill. 

On  Page  65  the  DBRMP/EIS  attempts  to  justify  the 
ACEC  designation  by  referring  to  the  need  to  protect  the 
"historical  integrity  of  the  landscape."   Exactly  what  is 
this  supposed  to  mean?  Mining  operations,  by  definition, 
alter  the  landscape.   All  landscapes  are  quite  old — in  fact, 
generally  millions  of  years  old.   If  the  Congress  meant  to 
protect  all  historical  landscapes  when  it  established  the 
ACEC  designation  in  FLPMA,  it  might  as  well  have  simply 
banned  all  surface  mining,  period.   Nor  is  it  credible  that 
Congress  meant  to  ban  all  mining  in  mountains  that  might  be 
visible  from  historical  sites.   Because  there  is  an  abundance 
of  historic  sites  in  the  West,  especially  in  and  around 
I  heavily  mineralized  regions,  that  too,  for  all  practical 
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purposes,  would  result  in  the  de  facto  prohibition  of  all 
surface  mining  in  the  West.   In  short,  there  is  no  basis  in 
FLPMA  for  designating  an  area  as  an  ACEC  just  to  protect  the 
"historical  landscape."  Only  if  the  actual  historic 
structures  in  Bodie  were  to  be  threatened  can  an  ACEC  be 
justified.   Because  the  anticipated  mining  will  occur  well 
away. from  the  old  townsite,  there  is  no  danger  to  the 
historic  structures  and  an  ACEC  cannot  be  justified. 

No  activities  need  to  be  prohibited  to  protect  the 
national  landmark.   No  boundaries  have  been  established  for 
the  landmark;  only  34  buildings  and  sites  are  covered — which 
are  all  well  away  from  potential  mining  activities. 

The  listing  of  "Support  Needs"  needlessly  ignores 
the  mining  prospects  in  the  area.   For  example,  while  the 
construction  of  a  four-wheel-drive  trail,  mountain  bike 
trail,  and  a  horse  trail  makes  extremely  good  sense;  those 
trails  should  not  be  routed  anywhere  near  the  site  of 
Galactic' s  proposed  mine  or  across  active  mining  claims. 
Unless  the  point  is  to  create  antagonism  between  the  miners 
and  the  trail  users,  conflicts  should  be  avoided  in  advance 
by  routing  the  trail  away  from  the  mine. 

Other  aspects  of  this  alternative  appear  to  be 
excessively  vague  with  respect  to  grazing.   For  example,  the 
proposal  on  Page  66  to  "[f]ence  selected  primitive  camping 
areas  from  livestock"  gives  no  indication  as  to  how  much 
area  will  be  fenced — and  how  critical  those  areas  are  to 
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livestock.   If  the  proposal,  for  example,  seeks  to  fence  off 
springs  and  access  to  riparian  areas,  the  repercussions  to 
cattle  ranching  could  be  severe. 

In  short,  this  alternative  with  its  antigrazing 
tilt,  its  proposal  to  acquire  thousands  of  acres  of  private 
property,  and  its  unnecessary  restrictions  on  mining 
activities  should  be  rejected. 

4.  Other  Areas — Pages  67-91 

To  avoid  repeating  the  same  themes,  these  comments 
will  not  go  into  detail  for  the  other  areas  discussed  on 
Pages  67  to  91.   All  the  concerns  discussed  in  detail  for  the 
Colevllle,  Bridgeport,  and  Bodie  Hills  areas  are  equally 
applicable  to  these  other  regions.   In  general.  Alternative  2 
is  preferable  in  all  of  these  areas.   In  general,  a  maximum 
amount  of  acreage  should  be  privatized  for  local  community 
development  needs.   There  should  be  no  further  acquisition  of 
private  lands.   The  federal  government  already  owns  enough 
land  to  achieve  its  legitimate  management  objectives.   The 
emphasis  against  livestock  grazing  and  mining  activities 
should  be  reversed.   Geothermal  development  should  be  allowed 
to  proceed  with  minimal  restrictions — except  for  those 
restrictions  genuinely  necessary  to  protect  the  environment. 

5.  Table  2-2 

Table  2-2  on  Pages  92  to  113  is  seriously  flawed. 
Each  one  of  the  individual  management  area  alternatives, 
under  the  minerals  categories,  lists  a  percentage  of 
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locatable  minerals  that  cannot  be  developed.   First  of  all, 
no  alternative  should  be  accepted  that  so  drastically  reduces 
the  amount  of  minerals  available  as  found  in  most  of  the 
preferred  alternatives  (e.g. ■  Coleville — 60%  overall; 
Bridgeport — 90%  reduction  in  visual  resource  zones  and  35% 
overall  from  environmental  restrictions;  Bodie  Hills — 50%  and 
25%  respectively;  Granite  Mountain — between  20%  and  70%; 
Benton — up  to  45%;  Long  Valley — up  to  100%;  Owens  Valley — 10% 
to  20%;  South  Inyo — up  to  60%;  Owens  Valley — 10%).   These 
preferred  alternative  reductions  are  completely  contrary  to 
Congress'  policy  in  favor  of  domestic  mineral  production. 

What  is  worse,  the  severe  economic  implications  of 
the  restrictions  on  ranching  and  mineral  development  are  not 
discussed  anywhere  in  the  DBRMP/EIS.   The  cumulative  economic 
lost  opportunity  costs  could  be  severe.   Recent  studies  from 
other  states  have  concluded  that  the  economic  losses  from 
wilderness  designations  are  much  larger  than  previously 
assumed.   In  a  study  contracted  by  the  Utah  Association  of 
Counties,  for  example,  it  was  found  that  the  annual  lost 
economic  opportunity  costs  were  $13.2  billion  annually  from 
3.2  million  acres  of  proposed  wilderness.   Learning, 
George  F. ,  Western  Economic  Analysis  Center,  The  Adverse 
Economic  Impacts  of  Wilderness  Land  Withdrawals  in  Utah. 
(1990) .   Severe  restrictions  on  mineral  development  and 
livestock  grazing  will  have  analogous  severe  effects  which 
must  be  studied  before  the  management  plan  is  adopted. 
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Furthermore,  such  drastic  limitations  might  well 
78-3/     create  regulatory  takings  of  patented  and  unpatented  mining 
claims.   In  1987,  the  United  States  Supreme  Court  issued  two 
opinions  which  resoundingly  affirmed  the  long  established 
constitutional  doctrine  that  excessive  regulations  can  result 
in  a  taking  of  private  property,  and  that  just  compensation 
must  be  paid  to  the  property  owner  for  such  takings. 
Nollan  v.  California  Coastal  Commission.  483  U.S.  825  (1987); 
First  English  Evangelical  Lutheran  Church  of  Glendale  v. 
County  of  Los  Angeles.  482  U.S.  304  (1987) .2   As  a  direct 
result  of  these  two  cases.  President  Reagan  issued  Executive 
Order  12630,  53  Fed.  Reg.  8859  (1988)  (reprinted  in  5  U.S.C. 
§  601  note) ,  which  has  been  reaffirmed  by  President  Bush. 
This  Executive  Order  expressly  requires  the  performance  of  a 
Takings  Implications  Assessment  before  a  federal  action  is 
taken  that  might  constitute  a  regulatory  taking. 

Unpatented  mining  claims  are  private  property 
rights  in  every  sense  of  the  word.   Wilbur  v.  United  States 
ex  rel.  Krushnic.  280  U.S.  306  (1930).   Excessive  regulation 
of  a  mine  can  result  in  a  taking.   Pennsylvania  Coal  Co.  v. 
Mahon .  260  U.S.  393,  415  (1922);  Keystone  Bituminous  Coal 
Association  v.  DeBenedictis.  480  U.S.  470  (1987)  (although  no 
taking  found  from  mere  enactment  of  statute,  the  Court  ruled 
that  under  specific  circumstances  there  might  be  a  taking) . 


2  Pacific  Legal  Foundation  attorneys  represented  the 
plaintiffs  in  the  Nollan  case  and  Ms.  Bonnie  Agins  as  amicus 
curiae  in  the  First  Church  case. 
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The  drastic  regulatory  constraints  on  mining  represented  in 
the  plan  have  severe  consequences  for  the  property  rights  of 
the  owners  of  patented  and  unpatented  mining  claims.   As 
such,  the  plan  must  be  accompanied  by  a  genuine  takings 
implications  assessment  before  a  final  plan  is  adopted. 
There  is  another  fundamental  problem  with  the 
analysis  in  Table  2-2.   The  numbers  have  no  basis.   Mineral 
exploration  is  an  imprecise  science.   There  is  simply  no  way 
< f  determining  where  economic  deposits  of  locatable  minerals 
exist  without  extensive  geological  exploration  work. 
Regional  geological,  geophysical,  and  geochemical  surveys 
are  usually  required  before  a  target  area  can  first  be 
identified.   Once  a  target  is  selected,  there  must  be 
intensive  geological  mapping,  geophysical  surveying,  and 
ultimately  drilling  before  the  presence  of  a  deposit  can  be 
confirmed.   Most  mineralized  areas  are  looked  at  many  times 
by  many  different  exploration  companies  before  one  is 
persistent  and  lucky  enough  to  find  a  deposit.   Likewise,  as 
mineral  economics  and  technologies  change  with  time, 
uneconomic  deposits  may  become  economic,  and  vice  versa. 
Therefore,  without  extensive  preparatory  work,  which  takes 
many  years  and  large  amounts  of  cash,  it  is  impossible  to 
declare  where  economic  locatable  mineral  deposits  exist. 


3   While  on  the  subject  of  Executive  Orders,  the  plan  must 
also  comply  with  Executive  Order  12291  and  complete  a 
regulatory  impact  analysis. 
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No  such  preparatory  work  has  been  conducted  in 

the  planning  area  to  allow  for  such  broad  conclusions  that 

80%  of  the  locatable  mineral  deposits  in  one  area  will  be 

foreclosed,  and  only  20%  in  another  area.   If  any  geological 

work  has  been  done,  it  is  not  cited  or  discussed  anywhere  in 

the  DBRMP/EIS.   The  short  list  of  references  cited  is 

conspicuously  devoid  of  any  reference  to  any  geological 

surveys  or  reports.   Because  mineral  exploration  is  such  an 

inexact  science,  the  numerical  estimates  in  Table  2-2  lack 

credibility.   Because  the  derivation  of  these  numbers  is  not 

(and  probably  cannot  be)  explained,  the  numbers  cannot  be 

accepted. 

One  point  remains,  however:   Despite  the 

questionable  merit  of  the  statistics,  that  the  plan  would 

even  contemplate  management  decisions  that  have  the  drastic 

adverse  impacts  on  mineral  activity  is  proof  enough  that  the 

chosen  alternative  should  not  be  adopted. 

C.   Affected  Environment 

1.   Recreation  Use  Areas 

The  DBRMP/EIS  states  on  Page  120  that: 

"A  major  issue  that  has  been 
identified  is  potential  development  of  an 
open  pit  gold  mine  near  Bodie  Bluff. 
Present  day  mining  operations  of  this 
magnitude  would  be  incompatible  with  the 
overall  objectives  for  the  area." 

This  statement  is  not  supported.   It  is  also  wrong. 

Mining  can  and  does  coexist  with  environmental  and  recreation 

values.   The  plan  cannot  be  used  as  a  tool  for  eliminating  or 
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drastically  curtailing  mining  in  the  Bodie  Bowl.   Reclamation 
of  mine  sites  can  be  very  successful.   See,  e^u,  Krauss, 

Bsslaaafcfaaa  taasUgsg  at  jgaeiaatela  Maaaaiaia  Mine, 

42  Mining  Engineering  1239  (1990)  (recent  article  describing 
state-of-the-art  reclamation  of  a  mine  in  California) .   The 
quoted  statement  does  nothing  more  than  reflect  the 
unfortunate  anti-mining  bias  of  the  writer.   Instead  of 
focusing  on  the  potential  negative  impacts  from  mining,  the 
plan  instead  should  concentrate  on  ways  to  make  the  mining 
compatible-without  drastically  raising  costs  or  eliminating 
mining  areas. 

2 .   Minerals 

On  Page  136  DBRMP/EIS  lists  areas  where  mineral 
activity  is  considered  likely  to  occur.   Identifying 
potential  mineral  activities  is  a  useful  planning  tool— so 
long  as  it  is  recognized  that  such  predictions  are  inexact 
and  so  long  as  such  identification  is  not  used  to  foreclose 
mineral  activity  in  other  areas  in  some  future  planning 

process . 

The  definition  of  major  mineral  deposits  as  those 
having  "<$1  million"  appears  to  be  a  typographical  error. 

What  is  the  basis  for  the  estimate  that  3%  of  the 
mineral  deposits  are  major  and  that  2%  of  the  small  deposits 
will  be  mined  by  underground  methods?  While  these  might  be 
accurate  estimates,  no  source  is  provided  and  it  is  unclear 
whether  these  estimates  were  formulated  specifically  for  the 
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management  area  or  whether  they  represent  broad  estimates 
from  nationwide  or  worldwide  mining  experience.   Similar 
questions  exist  for  the  estimate  on  Page  137  that  60%  of  the 
mineral  deposits  are  subeconomic  and  35%  are  marginally 
economic.   Does  the  remaining  5%  refer  to  the  3%  and 
2%  figures  listed  immediately  above? 

Also,  caution  must  be  exercised  in  putting  too  much 
weight  on  such  estimates,  no  matter  where  they  come  from. 
What  is  a  "mineral  deposit"  and  what  is  simply  "country  rock" 
varies  with  prices,  technology,  and  time. 

Assuming  the  numbers  are  accurate,  it  is  not  clear 
what  they  mean  in  the  context  of  the  plan.   Do  these  figures 
represent  the  present  day  economics — or  do  they  reflect  the 
economics  in  place  once  the  preferred  alternative  is  adopted? 
Were  different  percentages  calculated  for  the  different 
alternatives?   If  not,  why  not? 

The  statement  on  Page  137  that  "even  minor 
environmental  constraints  on  their  [mineral  deposits] 
development  can  render  them  uneconomic"  is  absolutely  true. 
Therefore,  it  is  imperative  that  the  management  of  the 
Bishop  area  be  directed  toward  reducing  all  unnecessary 
environmental  constraints — which  may  entail  a  reevaluation  of 
what  a  "necessary"  environmental  constraint  is.   Otherwise, 
it  will  be  clear  that  the  regulatory  constraints  are  directly 
responsible  for  making  economic  mineral  deposits  marginal  and 
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uneconomic — and  this  could  create  potential  takings 
implications. 

What  is  the  meaning  of  the  chart  on  Page  138  that 
lists  gold  as  being  "potentially  valuable"  in  the  Bodie 
Hills?   With  the  exploration  by  Galactic  for  a  major  gold 
deposit,  gold  ought  to  be  listed  as  more  valuable  than  other 
minerals.   By  lumping  all  metals  together  for  each  area, 
despite  the  obvious  difference  in  the  value  of  some  deposits, 
the  usefulness  of  Table  3-8  is  questionable. 
D.   Impacts 

What  is  the  basis  for  the  statement  on  Page  177 
that  78%  of  the  locatable  minerals  deposits  are  economically 
feasible  for  development?  How  does  this  figure  relate  to  the 
estimates  in  Table  2-2  that  10%  to  90%  of  the  mineral 
deposits  will  be  foreclosed  from  development?  A  similar 
question  exists  for  the  discussion  of  locatable  minerals  for 
the  other  alternatives. 

In  both  the  preferred  alternative  and 
Alternative  4,  it  is  stated  that  50%  of  the  deposits  will  be 
mined  because  of  added  environmental  costs.   Is  this  figure 
tied  in  to  the  estimate  of  locatable  mineral  deposits  that 
are  economically  feasible  for  development?   If  so,  why  does 
Alternative  3  estimate  that  68%  of  the  locatable  deposits  are 
feasible  for  development,  and  Alternative  4  estimate  that  70% 
will  be  feasible,  while  both  have  equal  reductions  (50%)  in 
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the  number  of  operations  because  of  environmental 

constraints? 

A  reduction  in  50%  of  the  mining  operations  has 
serious  takings  implications  that  must  be  addressed  in  a 
takings  implications  analysis.   Furthermore,  such  a  drastic 
reduction  represents  a  poor  policy  choice  when  it  is 
Congress-  express  policy  to  promote  a  domestic  minerals 
industry.   Clearly,  BLM  can  do  better. 

The  discussion  of  Impact  on  Visual  Resources  for 
the  preferred  alternative  on  Page  183  fails  to  adequately 
demonstrate  that  the  impact  on  visual  resources  from  mining 
activity  is  so  adverse  that  mining  must  be  drastically 
curtailed.   Many  tourists  enjoy  exploring  and  watching  old 
and  existing  mine  sites.   With  proper  interpretative 
material,  mines  can  add  a  new  and  positive  dimension  to  a 
visitor  experience.   It  is  suggested  that  instead  of 
concentrating  on  "negative"  visual  impacts  from  mining,  that 
BLM  work  into  the  plan  ways  to  augment  visitor  appreciation 
of  mining  in  order  to  make  mining  and  visual  resources  more 
compatible. 

The  discussion  of  OHV  recreation  activities 
represents  a  positive  element  of  the  plan— but  it  must  be 
emphasized  that  recreation  and  mining  are  not  incompatible. 
Mining  takes  up  only  a  very  small  percentage  of  the  total 
land  area  in  the  management  area,  and  intelligent  recreation 
planning  can  avoid  in  advance  any  conflicts. 
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The  statement  on  Page  183  that  "[m]ineral 
development  in  the  Bodie  Bowl  and  at  Golden  Gate  Mine 
would  severely  degrade  historic  values  and  recreation 
opportunities"  is  unsubstantiated  and  untrue.   History  is  not 
over.   Many  modern,  large  open  pit  mines  currently  operating 
in  the  West  are  today's  tourist  stops  and  tomorrow's  history. 
BLM  does  not  have  a  mandate  to  freeze  the  West  in  the  19th 
century . 

The  statement  on  Page  183  that  "[n]ew  mineral 
material  sites  in  the  south  Tableland  would  impair  natural 
values  and  increase  trash,  vandalism  and  pi inking"  needs 
support.   Properly  managed  material  sites  should  not  lead  to 
these  adverse  consequences. 

The  statement  on  Page  184  that  "[m]inerals 
development  would  severely  degrade  historic  and  semiprimitive 
values  in  the  Bodie  Hills  (especially  the  Bodie  Bowl), 
Bridgeport  Valley,  Coleville,  and  South  Inyo  MAs"  is 
unsubstantiated  and  appears  again  to  reflect  an  anti-mining 
bias  by  the  author. 

The  discussion  of  recreation  for  the  other 
alternatives  suffers  the  same  flaws  of  bias  and  lack  of 
substantiation.   Alternative  4,  in  particular,  claims  that 
"[h]istoric  values  at  the  Bodie  Historic  National  Landmark 
would  be  maintained  due  to  mineral  development  restrictions." 
DBRMP/EIS  at  187.   None  of  the  34  historic  buildings  and 
sites  are  threatened.   No  restrictions  are  needed  (nor  are 
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they  adequately  described) .   Again,  there  is  no  showing  that 
such  restrictions,  whatever  they  may  be,  are  necessary  in  the 
first  place. 

The  Impact  on  Mining  discussed  on  Pages  197  to  199 
needs  clarification.   For  example,  the  statement  on  Page  197 
that  "  [development  of  25%  of  the  mineral  deposits  will  be 
constrained  by  seasonal  protection  and  2%  by  year-long 
protection"  needs  to  be  clarified.   Specifically,  how  were 
these  numbers  derived  and  how  do  they  relate  to  those 
statistics  found  in  Table  2-2  and  those  starting  on  Page  177? 
The  same  question  applies  to  the  figures  used  for  the  other 
alternatives. 

The  discussion  of  the  preferred  alternative 
states  that  9  locatable  mineral  deposits  and  26  salable 
mineral  deposits  will  not  occur  because  of  new  regulatory 
constraints.   DBRMP/EIS  at  199.   What  is  the  basis  for  these 
figures?  How,  as  a  policy  matter,  can  these  drastic 
reductions  be  justified?  BLM  should  adopt  an  alternative 
where  the  benefits  of  mineral  activity  are  weighed  more 
heavily  in  the  equation,  and  where  the  regulation  of  mining 
strives  to  actually  promote  mining  activity  while  fully 
protecting  the  environment,  instead  of  simply  planning  with 
the  goal  of  promoting  habitat  and  wildlife  values  at  the 
deliberate  expense  of  mining  activities.   Also,  a  takings 
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implications  assessment  is  required  before  adopting  this 

alternative. 

The  preferred  alternative  states: 

"These  restrictions  will  make  50%  of  the 
deposit  uneconomic  to  develop.   This  will 
represent  an  increase  of  $1  billion  to 
Mono  County's  tax  base  and  create  over 
250  jobs  compared  to  the  $2  billion  and 
500  jobs  generated  under  Alternatives  1 
and  2."   DBRMP/EIS  at  199. 

Once  again,  no  derivation  of  these  figures  is 

provided.   More  importantly,  where  is  the  justification  for 

precluding  250  jobs  and  a  $1  billion  addition  to  the  tax 

base?  Such  reductions  are  not  responsible  planning.   They 

are  directly  contrary  to  Congress'  intent  to  promote  mining 

activities  which  is  expressed  in  FLPMA,  43  U.S.C. 

§  1701(a)  (12),  among  other  statutes. 

CONCLUSION 

The  DBRMP/EIS  needs  much  work.   It  requires 

substantially  more  detail  so  that  the  public  and  government 

agencies  can  understand  exactly  what  the  plan  entails  and 

exactly  what  management  prescriptions  will  result  from  the 

plan.   It  requires  much  more  substantiation  of  its 

statistics,  so  that  the  appearance  that  the  numbers  were 

drawn  from  thin  air  is  reduced.   And,  more  than  anything,  it 

requires  a  recognition  that  resource  development  activities 

are  a  positive  aspect  of  the  public  lands,  necessary  for  the 

nation's  economic  health  and  security,  and  that  minerals  and 

livestock  development  must  be  encouraged  rather  than  discouraged. 

-  28  - 


5-206 


The  DBRMP/EIS  should  be  completely  redone.   A 
revised  draft  with  the  necessary  deti  il  to  allow  for 
meaningful  public  comment  should  be  presented  for  public 
review.   Then,  BLM  should  adopt  an  alternative  that  is  more 
accommodating  to  natural  resource  development  and  use. 

DATED:   January  15,  1991. 

RONALD  A.  ZUMBRON 
ROBIN  L.  RIVETT 
JAMES  S.  BURLING 


By 


//JAMES  S.  BORLI 


Attorneys  for  Pacific 
Legal  Foundation 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  78  (Pacific  Legal  Foundation) 

78-1)  Decisions  are  the  result  of  the  impact  analyses  and  are 
explained  in  the  rationales.  Management  area  decisions  are 
meant  to  apply  only  to  the  specific  management  area  in 
question.  By  definition,  they  are  more  detailed  than  area-wide 
decisions.  Thus,  where  the  area-wide  direction  calls  for  a 
general  continuation  of  present  management,  the  specific 
management  theme  for  Long  Valley  is  stated  in  the  Management 
Area  theme  (which  is  continuation  of  existing  management  in  the 
Long  Valley  area). 

78-2)  See  general  responses  for  minerals  (p.5-1 3)  and  for  geothermal 
(p.5-15).  VRM  restrictions  are  shown  on  figures  2-3  and  2-4  in 
chapter  2  of  the  final  RMP;  seasonal  and  year-long  restrictions 
are  illustrated  on  Map  1,  Land  Use  Restrictions.  Acreages  of 
high  and  moderate  mineral  potential  affected  by  these 
restrictions  are  listed  in  Chapter  4. 

78-3)      See  general  response  for  geothermal. 

78-4)  Both  the  table  and  the  text  were  incomplete  in  the  draft.  A  total 
of  2,000  acres  are  currently  withdrawn.  Under  Alternative  1 ,  prior 
management,  an  additional  30,700  acres  were  proposed  for 
withdrawal  but  these  withdrawals  were  never  completed.  In 
addition,  28,200  acres  in  the  Southern  Inyo  WSA  will  be 
withdrawn  if  Congress  designates  the  WSA  as  wilderness,  as 
expected.  The  total  acreage  is  accurately  reflected  in  Table  2-1 , 
final  RMP. 
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78-5)  This  decision  has  been  changed.  See  the  Area-Wide  decisions 
for  the  Preferred  Alternative  4  in  Chapter  2. 

This  office  considers  60%  to  be  an  acceptable  use  level  based 
on  allowable  use  percentages  for  the  native  vegetation  within  the 
eastern  Sierra.  Allowable  use  is  the  amount  of  current  year's 
growth  that  can  be  removed  from  forage  plants  without  causing 
detriment  to  the  plant. 

Setting  the  maximum  use  at  60%  will  keep  grazing  use  within  the 
allotment's  carrying  capacity  and  not  necessitate  AUM 
reductions  to  ranchers. 

78-6)  We  are  establishing  management  guidelines  for  the  Bodie  Bowl 
to  protect  the  nationally  significant  cultural  resources  within  the 
Bowl.  Projects  which  can  meet  the  standards  would  be  allowed; 
those  which  could  not,  would  not.  See  general  Bodie  response. 

78-7)  Alternative  2  was  developed  to  closely  examine  one  end  of  the 
range  of  funding  possibilities.  We  have  given  this  alternative 
serious  consideration  and  believe  the  preferred  alternative  as 
portrayed  in  the  final  RMP  provides  the  best  course  of  action  to 
resolve  the  issues  identified  by  the  public. 

The  terms  "minimal  management"  and  "reactive  management" 
were  not  intended  to  be  negative,  or  to  indicate  Alternative  2  was 
not  to  be  given  serious  consideration.  The  intent  was  to  indicate 
that  management  under  Alternative  2  would  be  driven  by 
applications  for  various  uses.  Funding  would  be  minimal  and 
would  not  be  used  for  any  type  of  intensive,  proactive 
management. 

Under  that  scenario,  BLM  funding  would  be  spent  solely  to  meet 
public  demand.  Since  the  demand  for  use  at  the  Crowley  Lake 
campgrounds  is  very  low  except  on  opening  weekend  of  fishing 
season,  closing  the  campground  would  save  a  significant 
amount  of  money. 


We  hope  this  clarifies  the  intent  of  Alternative  2.  As  required  by 
NEPA,  all  alternatives  were  developed  as  reasonable  scenarios 
and  given  the  same  level  of  analysis. 

78-8)  Thank  you;  your  concerns  have  been  noted  and  documented. 
Alternative  3  was  not  selected  as  the  preferred  alternative.  A 
complete  discussion  of  community  economics,  employment  and 
the  social  impacts  of  mineral  activities  is  beyond  the  scope  of 
this  document.  The  impacts  and  reasonable  foreseeable 
development  scenarios  are  addressed  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final 
RMP.  A  summary  of  these  issues  is  in  the  general  minerals 
response. 

78-9)  The  decision  to  restrict  snowmobile  use  from  sage  grouse  winter 
habitat  is  based  on  survey  information  collected  in  this  resource 
area.  The  amount  of  available  winter  habitat  is  very  small 
compared  to  summer,  and  is  additionally  restricted  by  the  quality 
of  sagebrush  as  a  food  item.  The  restriction  of  sage  grouse  to 
small  areas  of  suitable  winter  habitat  warrants  concern  for  the 
type  and  extent  of  human  activity  occurring. 

78-1 0)    See  general  minerals  response. 

78-11)    See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals  (p.5-9). 

78-12)  The  commercial  harvesting  in  Alternative  2  is  in  reference  to  9 
small  stands  of  old  growth  timber  in  steep  inaccessible 
drainages.  It  would  be  cost  prohibitive  to  do  a  selective  cut  with 
wildlife  constraints. 
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78-13)  The  proposal  to  concentrate  all  sand/gravel  sales  to  one  pit  in 
the  Long  Valley  Management  Area  is  needed  to  reduce 
environmental  impacts  from  salable  mineral  development.  The 
size  of  the  Long  Valley  Management  Area  is  such  that  most 
needs  for  sand/gravel  can  be  accommodated  from  one  pit. 
Upon  approval  of  the  RMP,  a  study  will  be  conducted  to 
determine  the  site  of  the  pit.  Existing  pits  will  then  be  closed 
and  reclaimed.  Free  use  permits  and  material  sales  will  be 
made  from  this  pit  material.  The  royalty  rate  will  be  established 
in  a  report  by  BLM  mineral  appraiser  following  BLM  3600  manual 
guidelines. 

78-14)  The  statement  you  have  described  has  been  deleted  in  the  final 
RMP. 

78-15)    See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals. 

78-1 6)  A  mineral  withdrawal  is  compatible  with  Alternative  3,  the  Natural 
Resource  Enhancement  Alternative.  Intensive  land  uses  would 
be  more  restricted  and  closely  monitored.  This  alternative 
promotes  enhancement  of  natural  resources  while 
deemphasizing  commodity  production.  Alternative  4,  the 
Preferred  Alternative,  seeks  to  develop  resources  while 
enhancing  or  protecting  environmental  values.  A  close  review  of 
Alternative  4  reveals  less  proposed  mineral  withdrawals  than 
Alternative  3.  Alternative  4  attempts  to  regulate  surface 
disturbing  activities  to  meet  resource  condition  standards,  and 
includes  some  proposed  withdrawals.  The  prescriptions  for  the 
Bodie  Bowl  ACEC  illustrate  this  well. 

78-17)    See  general  response  for  geothermal. 

78-18)  Your  comment  has  been  considered.  The  amount  of  any 
contribution  to  the  state's  economy,  as  well  as  the  costs  to  the 
local  community,  would  be  analyzed  in  an  EIS  in  response  to  a 
proposed  mineral  development.  To  date,  there  has  been  no 
such  proposal. 

78-1 9)    See  general  response  for  geothermal. 


78-20)  These  will  be  permitted  if  they  can  meet  the  standards  which  will 
be  developed.  See  general  Bodie  response. 

78-21)  See  response  31-12  and  general  response  for  acquisitions  and 
disposals. 

78-22)    Please  refer  to  the  DPC  general  statement  (p.5-10). 

78-23)  The  decision  to  encourage  a  conversion  from  cattle  to  sheep  if 
the  grazing  privileges  are  relinquished  or  transferred  has  been 
removed  from  the  final  RMP.  In  Alternative  3,  this  decision 
applied  only  to  the  Bodie  Hills  MA  where  grazing  impacts  are 
concentrated  in  small  areas  (aspen  groves,  riparian,  meadows). 
Management  is  more  efficiently  applied  with  sheep  grazing  than 
with  cattle,  i.e.  sheep  are  herded  and  cattle  are  not.  It  is  very 
simple  to  tell  a  herder  not  to  graze  certain  aspen  groves  or  to 
hold  off  grazing  a  meadow. 

Impacts  were  addressed  on  pp.200-202,  draft  RMP;  please  see 
the  revised  impacts  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  RMP. 

78-24)  We  appreciate  your  concern  with  the  content  of  the  proposed 
management  for  the  Bodie  Hills  Management  Area.  Your 
comment  has  been  considered  in  the  final  plan. 

78-25)  See  the  general  Bodie  response  (p.5-5).  The  BLM  does  not 
know  that  there  would  be  a  "world  class"  mine  at  Bodie.  The 
area  is  currently  being  explored  and  we  have  received  no 
proposal  for  a  mine.  We  do  know  that  we  have  a  nationally 
significant  historic  resource,  and  our  intent  is  to  protect  that 
resource.  If  a  mining  development  were  proposed  that  would 
meet  the  limits  of  acceptable  change  and  not  adversely  affect 
the  Landmark,  then  it  would  be  approved. 
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78-26)  The  enhancement  of  dispersed  recreation  opportunities  is  not 
meant  to  conflict  with  grazing  or  mining  activities.  It  is  meant  to 
provide  long-term  direction  and  guidance  for  recreation  program 
development  when  opportunities  or  the  need  arise. 

78-27)  See  general  Bodie  response  for  an  explanation  of  the  ACEC  and 
our  management  intent. 

78-28)  Proposed  route  connectors  and  trail  developments  have  been 
removed  from  the  final  RMP  and  would  be  reconsidered  in  the 
activity  plan  process.  See  general  response  to  comments  on 
OHV  management.  We  agree  that  if  any  new  routes  or  trails  are 
developed,  they  should  be  located  to  minimize  or  reduce 
conflicts  with  other  uses  of  the  public  land. 

78-29)  The  proposed  iencing  of  camping  areas  has  been  deleted  from 
the  final  RMP. 

78-30)  GIS  maps  of  high  and  moderate  mineral  potential  were  overlaid 
with  withdrawals  and  restricted  areas  to  determine  the 
magnitude  of  impacts  listed  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  RMP. 

78-31)  Because  we  have  not  received  a  mining  proposal,  there  is  no 
"taking"  assessment  needed  at  this  time. 

78-32)  We  concur  that  mineral  exploration  is  an  imprecise  science.  The 
economic  and  development  scenarios  used  were  derived  from 
professional  judgement  and  available  data.  These  scenarios 
have  been  rewritten  for  the  final  plan. 

78-33)  This  issue  has  been  identified,  and  supported  by  almost  300 
letters  we  have  received.  You  have  taken  the  quotation  out  of 
context.  It  merely  stated  that  this  was  a  concern  raised  by  some 
people. 

We  are  not  using  the  RMP  to  eliminate  or  drastically  curtail 
mining  within  the  Bodie  Bowl.  We  are  using  the  RMP  to 
establish  some  management  direction  to  protect  the  nationally 
significant  resources  in  the  area.  The  standards  and  guidelines 
would  apply  to  any  proposed  activity  within  the  Bowl.   See  the 


general    Bodie    response,    which    addresses   the    need   for 
management  guidelines  in  the  Bodie  Bowl. 

78-34)  The  listing  of  mines  and  mining  districts  is  not  intended  to  be  an 
exhaustive  list  of  the  locations  for  future  mineral  development. 
Most  future  mining  projects,  however,  will  probably  take  place  in 
old  mining  districts. 

You  are  correct;  this  should  read  ">1  million." 

78-35)  The  minerals  impacts  in  Chapter  4,  final  RMP,  has  been  rewritten 
to  clarify  these  estimates.  Please  refer  to  the  general  response 
for  minerals  concerning  environmental  restraints. 

78-36)  Table  3-8  is  not  meant  to  indicate  the  relative  value  of  minerals 
that  might  be  found  in  each  management  area.  It  is  simply  a 
summary  of  minerals  that  have  been  known  to  have  been 
produced  from  each  management  area  in  the  past. 

78-37,38,39)  The  basis  for  impacts  to  minerals  is  explained  in  Chapter 
4,  final  RMP. 


78-40) 


Visual  impacts  from  mining  are  based  not  only  on  viewer 
sensitivity  to  changes  in  the  landscape  but  on  impacts  to  the 
physical  environment.  The  alteration  of  surface  features  has  an 
effect  on  the  area's  visual  qualities  to  some  degree.  The  visual 
resource  management  classes  will  direct  mining  to  operate 
within  an  acceptable  level  of  visual  contrast.  Where  this 
approach  is  applied,  there  may  be  some  opportunities  for 
environmental  interpretation. 


78-41)    The  word  "would"  has  been  changed  to  "could"  in  the  final. 
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78-42)  The  physical  nature  of  the  Volcanic  Tableland  is  such  that 
successful  rehabilitation  to  surface  disturbances  is  very  difficult. 
The  area  is  easily  traversed  by  vehicle;  the  tuff  deposits  are 
discolored  when  fractured.  Material  sites  in  the  Tableland, 
particularly  near  Bishop,  have  attracted  individuals  who  have 
created  additional  impacts  such  as  trash  accumulation,  plinking, 
graffiti,  and  vandalism.  Properly  managed  material  sites  are 
labor  intensive  incurring  high  management  costs,  both  to  the 
Bureau  and  private  operators.  Administrative  costs  such  as 
monitoring  of  the  material  sites  and  capital  expenditures  are 
factors  which  contribute  to  the  costs  of  site  management. 

Additionally,  the  semi-primitive  values  of  the  south  Tableland  are 
considered  high.  The  final  RMP  recognizes  this  and  prescribes 
the  area  be  closed  to  salable  minerals. 

The  impact  scenarios  you  described  applied  to  localized  areas 
of  projected  mining  related  activity.  Mining  operations  projected 
for  these  areas  would  affect  local  surface  features  and, 
consequently,  the  local  semi-primitive  and  historic  values.  The 
final  RMP  has  been  modified  to  qualify  the  impacts. 

78-43)    See  the  general  Bodie  response. 

78-44,45)  See  response  78-35. 

78-46)    See  response  54-4. 
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James  Wilson 

Wilson's  Eastside  Sports 
2 Or,  N.  Main  St. 
Bishop,  Ca.  93514 


16  Jan.  1991 


Mr.  Mike  Ferguson 

Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

787  N.  Main  St. 

Suite  P 

Bishop,  Ca.  93514 


Ferguson, 


Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Bishop  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

I  have  concerns  with  a  variety  o£  things  as  below: 

1.  A  grazing  analysis  should  be  in  all  alternatives.  The  1981 
BLM  EIS  "Proposed  Livestock  Grazing  Management  for  Benton-Owens 
Valley  Planning  Unit"  is  outdated.  The  RMPFEIS  should  cover 
current  grazing  impacts  and  options.  BLM  should  disclose  the 
hard  evidence  it  has  that  the  1981  plan  is  still  current,  if  it 
proposes  to  incorporate  it  into  the  current  document. 

2.  If  DPC's  are  to  be  used  they  should  be  expanded  to  include 
all  of  the  Resource  Area. 

3. The  Soldier  Canyon  Puwerline  Corridor  is  unacceptable.  No 
roadless  area  should  be  sacrificed  on  such  tenuous  grounds.  The 
justification  for  any  new  powerline  corridor  in  the  Bishop 
Resource  Area  is  sparse  at  best,  where  is  the  data  that  justifies 
such  an  intrusion?  The  need  analysis  in  the  document  is  clearly 
inadequate.  The  Eastern  Sierra  has  made  sufficient  sacrifices  to 
Southern  California's  power  needs  already  and  Southern  California 
has  adequate  existing  power.  Our  local  economy  depends  on 
tourism,  and  this  power  corridor  passes  close  to  areas  used  by 
many  local  and  tourist  citizens.  It  would  significantly  impact 
views.  The  potentially  significant  impacts  to  archeological  and 
visual  resources,  mule  deer  habitat,  big  hor n  sheep  habitat,  and 
raptor  populations,  including  sensitive  and  endangered  species, 
is  unacceptable.  If  a  new  transmission  corridor  is  to  be 
considered,  it  should  be  removed  from  the  RMP  and  evaluated  in  a 
completely  separate  EIS  that  examines  the  proposed  corridor  and 
all  other  options  as  wholes,  not  piecemeal. 

4.  Wilderness,  a  vitally  important  commodity  to  my  business,  is 
scarcely  discussed   in  the   plan.   While  any  Wilderness  proposals 
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are  deferred  to  the  previously  developed  Benton-Owens 
Valley/Bodie-Coleville  Final  Wilderness  EIS,  I  feel  it  is 
appropriate  to  state  here  that  the  Wilderness  lecommeiided  in  that 
document  is  totally  inadequate.  Additional  Wilderness  in  the 
Southern  Inyo  Mountains,  Granite  Mountain  area,  Crater  Mountain, 
the  Volcanic  Tableland  and  Bodie  Hills  should  be  created. 

r) .  Watershed  withdrawals  should  be  left  as  they  are.  This 
watershed,  so  important  for  water,  recreation  and  wildlife, 
should  remain  protected. 

6.  The  entire  South  Inyo  and  Bodie  Hills  Management  Areas  should 
be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  to  protect  scenic,  wildlife, 
historical  and  recreational  values. 

| 7.  No  trail  building  in  Slinkard  Valley.   They  are  not  needed. 

8.  Full  fire  suppression  should  only  be  practiced  when  human  life 
or  property  are  threatened.  The  environmental  damage  from 
bulldozed  lines  is  usually  greater  than  the  burn. 

9.  I  support  the  Conway  Summit  ACEC  and  the  appropriate  grazing 
closure . 

10.  Monitoring  and  evaluation  processes  are  not  clear  in  the 
plan.  Timing  and  funding  should  be  defined.  All  the  planning  in 
the  world  without  a  strong  commitment  to  monitoring  and 
evaluation  is  worthless. 


11.  The   Wild  and   Scenic  River   studies  are   a  great 
candidate  streams  should  be  given  full  protection. 

12.  Page  201-202,  A   case  can   be  easily   made  that   1 
would  have   a  positive   effect  on   the  local  economy, 
with    high    recreational    potential    have    low  r 
utilization   precisely   because   of   conflicts   with 
consequent  habitat  deterioration.  People   don't  like 
recreate  with   dust,  flies   and  eowchit.  People  visiti 
frequently  mention  damage  from  grazing  as  a  concern  af 
in  the   Owens  Valley.    I   would  like  to  see  the  hard 
the   conclusions   on   pages   201-202   and   the   financ 
discussed   in   alternatives   3   and   4.  Tourism  contri 
higher   proportion   of   Inyo    and   Mono    counties   i 
agr  iculture. 
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13.   The  RMP  should  contain  a  SOP  stating  no  net  loss  of  riparian 
or  wetland  habitat  in  the  Bishop  Resource  Area  as  a  goal. 

Thank  you 

James  Wilson 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  79  (James  Wilson) 

79-1)      Please  see  the  "Grazing"  general  response  (p.5-11). 

79-2)      Please  refer  to  the  DPC  general  statement  (p.5-10). 

79-3)  The  corridor  decision  has  been  changed;  please  see  Chapter  2 
(p.2-47)  for  the  revised  decision  and  rationale.  Also  see  the 
general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.5-16). 

79-4)  Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 

79-5)      See  general  response  for  watershed  withdrawals  (p.5-8). 

79-6)  The  final  RMP  includes  a  proposed  mineral  withdrawal  within  the 
Bodie  Bowl.  See  Chapter  2  (p.2-22)  and  the  general  Bodie 
response  (p.  5-5). 

79-7)      All  trail  development  proposals  were  deleted  from  the  final  RMP. 

Any  trail  development  in  specific  areas  would  be  addressed  in 

recreation  activity  plans. 
79-8)      Please  refer  to  response  45-2. 

79-9)  Please  see  the  'monitoring"  section  in  Chapter  1  of  the  final 
RMP.  An  area-wide  "monitoring"  support  need  has  been  added 
to  Chapter  2. 

Many  of  the  RMP  decisions  will  be  implemented  by  activity  plans. 
These  activity  plans  also  have  monitoring  sections  for  evaluation. 

79-10)  The  BLM  does  not  believe  that  recreation  and  tourism  would  be 
dramatically  improved  with  a  reduction  in  livestock  grazing.  The 
BLM  does  believe  that  with  proper  livestock  management, 
grazing  and  recreation  can  co-exist. 

Please  see  the  revised  "grazing"  impacts  in  Chapter  4. 

79-11)  The  final  plan  includes  an  area-wide  decision  to  assure  no  net 
loss  of  wetlands  or  riparian  habitat. 
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Mr.  Mike  Ferguson,  Area  Manaoer 
787  North  Main  Street,  SuiteP 
Bishop,  California  93514 


January  16.  1990 


Dear  Mr.  Fer-Qusori: 


The   '-f ol  lowing 
Draft  RMP/EIS. 


comments  represent  our  input  to  you  on  your 


1.  Visual  Resource  Management.  We  were  quite  disappointed 
to  see  the  lack  of  visual  resource  protection  in  all  of  the 
alternatives,  including  Alternative  t»4  .  The  Bureau 
preferred  alternative  shows  that  52*/.  of  the  Resource  Areas 
lands  being  classified  as  VRM  III.  As  we  understand  it,  VRM 
III  allows  for  major  modifications  in  the  existing  character 
of  the  landscape.  In  order  to  protect  the  diverse  and 
sensitive  natural  resource  values  identified  all  through  the 
RMP ,  little  or  no  change  from  the  existing  character  should 
be  considered.  We  urge  you  to  increase  this  plans 
sensitivity  to  visual  resource  values. 

2.  Off  Highway  Vehicle  Use.  Currently,  there  are  thousands 
of  miles  of  roads  and  trails  inside  the  Bureaus  Resource 
Area.  Unfortunately,  this  mileage  is  increasing 
significantly  every  year.  These  additional  miles  are  not 
planned  miles  but  rather-  created  at  the  whims  of  OH1,.1  users. 
As  a  result,  negative  land  use  impacts  f to  all  resources) 
are  increasing.  We  do  not  see  in  this  document  a  viable 
plan  to  solve  the  problem  of  increasing  road  and  trail 
mileage  or  a  general  management  philosophy  to  close  the  many 
miles  that  now  exist  and  which  are  causing  significant 
resource  damaoe . 


3.  East -West  Transmission  Line  Corridor.  We  strongly 
oppose  your  preferred  alternative  through  Soldier"  Canyon. 
This  alternative  would  clearly  suffer  the  most  environmental 
damage.  Your  E1S  bears  this  out.  Sensitive  plants  would  be 
impacted,  up  to  30  V.  of  the  calving  grounds  for-  the  Tu  1  e  Elk 
would  be  destroyed,  and  there  would  be  lethal  impacts  to 
raptors,  including  the  bald  eagles.  This  corridor-  has  the 
greatest  degree  of  natural  character  of  any  of  the 
al tern  at  i  ves. 

The  other  proposed  White  Mountain  corridors  also  would  cause 
serious  problems.  All  of  them  would  have  to  emerge  at  the 
south  margins  of  the  Owens  Lake,  where  it  is  admitted  that 


80 -J 


so-  y 


80s 


80-C 


there  is  little  room  between  Owens  Lake  and  the  steep  slopes 
of  the  Sierra.  Visually,  this  would  devastating  no  matter 
how  much  color  mitigation  was  used. 

The  EIS  analysis  concedes  that  not  only  are  the  requirements 
for  new  corridors  environmentally  less  desirable  than  using 
existing  developed  corridors  which  are  in  the  Las  Vegas 
area,  but  also  the  costs  for  building  the  longer 
transmission  lines  in  the  Las  Vegas  corridor  "would  not  be 
more,  and  may  even  be  less  because  of  the  extensive 
mi t i gat i on  measures  that  would  be  required  to  reduce  visual 
and  other  impacts  in  the  Owens  Valley  and  the  east-west 
study  areas" . 

We  understand  that  the  rational  for  utilization  of  the  White 
Mountain  corridor  is  supposedly  for  improved  reliability. 
However,  we  feel  that  it  i  s  h  i  gh  time  that  power  companies 
devote  more  time  and  energy  to  engineering  solutions  to 
reliability  rather  than  resorting  to  continual  despoiling 
lands  with  high  quality  scenic  and  natural  resource  values. 
We  urge  you  to  not  grant  power  companies  the  rights  to  these 
proposed  corridors. 
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Wilderness  Designations.  While  we  realize  that 
ds  of  designations  are  not  part  of  this  plan,  we  d 
t  the  management  direction  for  Wilderness  Study 
ds  to  be  in  specific  accordance  with  the  Benton 
ley/Bodie  -Coleville  Final  Wilderness  EIS.  To  date 
not  occurred.  This  RMP  should  make  a  stronger  ref 
EIS  including  maps.  If  some 
(and  we  hope  they  do)  mana 
very  well  may  need  to  be  adj 
provisions  for-  this  potential  c 
could  make  wilderness  de  term  in 
any  t  i  me  . 
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5.  The  RMP,  on  page  3  identifies  management  direction  for 
10-20  years.  This  appears  to  be  undesirably  loose.  We 
suggest  that  this  provide  direction  for  10  years  with  a 
mandatory  update  at  the  end  of  10  years.  All  things  change 
with  time.  We  would  prefer  not  to  have  someone  make  a 
judgment  call  -  like  now  it's  time  for  an  update  -  after  say 
A  formal  monitoring  plan  should  be  made  a  part  of 


14    years, 
this    RMP. 


6.  Land      Disposal.  Throughout 

proposals      are      discussed.  In     many 

disposal     is    community    expansion 


the      plan      land      disposal 

cases      the      reason      for 

We    object     to    disposals    for 
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this  purpose.   Inyo-Mono  Counties  are  full 
are  happy  to  divide   land  -for   the  purpos 
sugges 1  that  the  major  i  ty  of  per  sons  in  these  two  coun  t 
would  prefer  to  see  the  quality  of  life  stay  high  and  k 
development   within   the   confines   of   existing   towns- 
developments.    We   are   conf  i  den  t   if  you  were   to  poll 
folks  who  live  here  '-excluding  de  ve  1  opers>  ,  vou  wou  1  d  f 
overwhelming   support   for   a   status   quo   of   Bureau"   1 
ownership.   We  do  support  Bureau  disposal  of  lands  where 
have  ser  i  ous  a  dm  i  n  i  strat  i  on  pr  obi  ems .    In  those  cases  . 
disposal  should  be  through  the  process  of  land  exchange 
order  to  keep  federal  ownership  as  high  as  possible  for 
pleasure  and  use  of  ALL  citizens. 
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7.  Desi  gnat  i  ons :  As  users  of  Bureau  1  ands,  we  find  no 
" forma  1  OHU  de  s  i  gna  t  i  ons  for  all  resource  1 ands"  e  stab  I  i  shed 
<  p age  25 >  .  We  v  i  ew  this  to  be  critical  f  or  us  to  evaluate 
land  use  impacts. 

8.  So  i  1  and  Water.  These  two  major  resources-  do  not  appear- 
to  be  d  i  scussed  to  the  level  of  other  resources,  i.e. 
recreation,  wildlife,  range.  These  values  need  to  be 
managed  to  the  same  level  as  all  resources  not  just 
di  scussed  when  they  are  impacted  as  a  resu  1  t  of  1  and  use 
ac  t  i  w  i  ties.  We  urge  you  to  i  nc  1  ude  them  wi  th  all  other 
resources  in  the  final  p  1  an  .  Th  i  s  wou  1  d  be  in  keep  i  no,  wi  th 
the  manner  other  land  management  agenc  i  es  handl e  these 
values.  These  values  are  far  too  imp  or- tan  t  in  the  long  run 
to  re  1 egate  them  to  ac  t i v  i  ty  pi  an  anal ys  i  s  I  eve  1 s . 


9.  Wildlife  Management .  The 
managemen  t  for  sens  i t  i  Me  f  i  sh  and 
the  Resource  Area.    Despite 


of 

st  i  11 
habi  t 


RMP  p  r  op  oses  i  n  tens  i v  e 
j  i 1 d 1  i  f  e  habitat  in  much 
these  good  intentions,  you 
verall  positive  change  in  populations  or 
sp  e c  i  e s ,  due  to  i  mp ac  t  s 
.  Service,  and  private  lands.  We 
suggest  that  you  could  strengthen  your  case  for  wildlife 
protection  by  enacting  mineral  withdrawals,  reducing  or 
eliminating  grazing  and  disallowing  OHM  use  in  sensitive 
areas . 


predict  no 
>  _,  t  c on d  i  t  i  on s  f  or   sen s  i  t  i 
from  projects  on  BLM ,  Forest 
suggest   that 
protec  t  i  on   by 


10 .  Range  Management .  Because  of  con  trad i  c  tory  c 1  aims  in 
the  RMP,  it  is  difficult  to  ascertain  exactly  what  kind  of 
restr  i  c  t  i  ons,  if  any,  are  imposed  on  graz  i  ng.  Never  the  1  ess , 
the  RMP  is  c 1 e^r 1 y  def  i  c  i  en  t  in  th  i  s  area  s  i  nee  no 
assessmen  t  i  s  prov  i  ded  of  the  dec  1  i  n  i  ng  range  cond  i  t  i  on .  It 
is  critical  that  this  RMP  address  grazing  on  an  area  wide 
bast  s  because  of  range  managements  interrelationships  wi  th 


go- to 
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all  other  resources. 


The  RMP  fails  to  clearly  document  the 


declining  condition  of  the  range  since  the  MFP's  were 
implemented  ten  years  ago.  Disclosure  of  this  data  would 
clearly  point  out  the  need  for  an  overhaul  o-f  the  outdated 
grazing  EIS's  on  the  MFP  s  We  urge  you  to  strengthen  your 
position  on  range  management  to  include  management  for 
optimum  habitat  on  all  BLM  lands. 

11.  Minerals.  We  propose  that  you  withdraw  from  locatable 
mining  those  lands  in  the  Bodie  Moun  tains  and  Inyo  Mountains 
that  host  habitat  for  plant  and  animal  communities  that  are 
are  candidates  for  federal  threatened/endangered  species 
listing.  Th  i  s  is  approx  imate \y  30 ,000  acres.  Given  the 
Nat  i  on a 1  desi  gnat  i  on  of  the  Mono  Bas i  n  Mat  i  onal  Forest 
Scenic  Area  and  all  of  the  resource  qualities  that  are 
present,  we  urge  you  to  withdraw  from  mineral  entry  a  three 
mile  buffer  buffer  zone  around  the  Area .  Th  i  s  wou  I d  amount 
to  approx  imate 1 y  35,00  0  acres. 

The  RMP  appears  to  compensate ,  to  a  degree ,  for  an  overal 1 
weak  pos  i t  i  on  on  the  mi  n  i  ng  i  ssue  by  i  mpos  i  ng  v  i  sual 
object  i  ves  of  preservation  on  467.  of  the  Resource  Area. 
However,  this  is  weakened  by  the  fact  that  any  proposed  mine 
that  woul d  de grade  visual  values  could  still  be  all  owed  by  a 
Plan  Amendment  to  change  visual  classification  of  the  area 
in  question.  We  urge  you  to  final  i ze 
that  will  not  al 1 ow  for  the  continual 
by  am e n d  i  n g  the  RM P  at  the  w h i  m s 
development  type  proposals, 
appear  to  be  desirable,  then 


the  RMP  i  n  a  f  ash  i  on 
p  i  ecemeal  adj  ustmen ts 
of  mining  or  other 
If  adjustments  to  the  RMP  do 
they  should  be  addressed  at  a 


formal  updating  of  the  Plan  ever-) 


LO 


■'ears . 


Fol 1 owi  ng  the  printing  of  the  Final  RMP,  we  will  be  anx  i  ous 
to  rev  i  ew  your-  ac  t  i  on  pi  ana  for  accornpl  i  sh  i  ng  the  objectives 
and  goals  set  out  in  this-  plan. 

Thank  you  for  giving  us  the  op p or  tun  i ty  to  share  our 
c omme n t s ,  concerns  an d  t hough t s . 


&  Marianne  Morgan ^  \J 

419  Arboles  Dr  i  ye 
Bishop,  California  93514 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  80  (Gary  and  Marianne  Morgan) 

80-1)  Alternative  4  (preferred  alternative)  of  the  final  RMP  prescribes 
48%  of  public  lands  as  Visual  Resource  Management  Class  I  & 
II  while  Alternative  1  (present  management)  prescribes  26%  as 
Class  I  &  II,  a  22%  increase  over  present  management.  Class  III 
acreage  was  reduced  by  about  19%  from  Alternative  1  to 
Alternative  4  of  the  final  RMP.  Overall,  the  preferred  alternative 
reveals  a  stronger  emphasis  on  visual  resources  than  did  prior 
management. 

80-2)  Please  see  general  response  to  comments  on  OHV  management 
(p.5-8). 

80-3)  Corridor  designation  within  the  Soldier  Canyon  Alternative 
Corridor  Area  would  result  in  the  least  overall  environmental 
impact  when  compared  to  the  other  east-west  corridor  areas 
evaluated.  While  there  would  be  impacts  to  tule  elk,  raptors, 
sensitive  plants,  and  the  natural  character  of  the  Soldier  Canyon 
area,  when  compared  to  the  other  considered,  a  Soldier  Canyon 
corridor  designation  would  minimize  the  concern  of  increasing 
prolonged  human  exposure  to  EMF,  would  have  no  impact  on 
wild  horse,  deer,  or  antelope  habitat,  and  would  have  acceptable 
impacts  to  visual  resource  management  objectives.  However, 
the  corridor  decision  has  been  changed;  please  see  Chapter  2 
(p.  2-47)  for  the  revised  decision  and  rationale.  Also  see  the 
general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.5-16). 

80-4)  Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 

80-5)  The  10-20  year  period  is  an  estimate,  based  on  the  Bureau's 
experience  to  date,  of  how  long  RMPs  remain  effective.  They 
usually  require  complete  revision  within  10  to  20  years.  The 
proposed  plan  includes  monitoring  designed  to  periodically 
determine  if  the  plan  needs  to  be  amended  or  if  a  complete 
revision  is  necessary.  See  Chapter  1  for  a  brief  description  of 
this  process. 

80-6)      See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals. 


80-7)  Vehicle  use  designations  were  described  in  the  draft  RMP  under 
Areawide  Alternatives  in  Chapter  2  (pages  39-50),  and  in  the 
Areawide  Summary  of  Decisions  table  on  p.36-37.  This  is  further 
described  in  Chapter  2  of  the  final  RMP. 

80-8)  Please  refer  to  "Determinations  That  Will  Not  be  Made  in  This 
Plan,"  Chapter  1.  Standard  operating  procedures  (SOP's) 
concerning  soil  conditions  and  water  quality  have  been  added 
in  the  final  plan. 

80-9)  We  predict  the  habitat  and  population  condition  for  most 
sensitive  species  on  BLM  administered  land  would  be 
maintained  or  improved  from  the  current  situation.  As  examples 
of  decisions  affecting  these  species,  please  refer  to  the  final  plan 
area-wide  decision  for  yearlong  protection  of  endangered, 
threatened  and  candidate  plant  and  animal  habitat,  and  to 
develop  new  habitat  for  Owens  pupfish  and  other  species  in  the 
Benton  management  area. 

80-10)  Please  see  the  "Grazing"  general  response  (p.5-1 1).  Response 
15-2  also  addresses  your  concerns. 

80-11)  A  mineral  withdrawal  will  most  likely  follow  Congressional 
designation  of  the  Southern  Inyo  WSA  as  wilderness.  We  have 
considered  mineral  withdrawals,  but  T  &  E  habitat  is  not  located 
in  areas  of  high  mineral  potential.  Likewise,  the  area  around 
Mono  Lake  is  of  low  mineral  potential.  See  discussion  of  mineral 
withdrawals  in  general  minerals  response  (p.5-1 3). 

80-12)  Since  the  draft  RMP  was  published,  we  have  reevaluated  the 
Visual  Resource  Management  program  and  identified  parameters 
which  will  apply  to  future  management.  These  are  shown  in 
Chapter  1,  Standard  Operating  Procedures  of  the  final  RMP. 

Additionally,  the  RMP  amendment  process  is  designed  to 
accommodate  changes  in  land  use  planning  where  it  is 
necessary.  The  Bureau  determines  if  an  amendment  is 
warranted  based  on  public  need  and  benefit.  The  amendment 
process  incorporates  full  public  review  and  an  environmental 
analysis  to  support  its  initiation. 
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STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA -THE  RESOURCES  AGENCY 


GEORGE  DEUKMEJI  AN,  Govornor 


DEPARTMENT  OF  PARKS  AND  RECREATION 

P.O.  BOX  942896 
SACRAMENTO  94296-0001 

(916)  445-7067 


January  16,  1991 


Kr.  Michael  A.  Ferguson 
Bishop  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
787  North  Main  Street,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA  93514-2498 


Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

This  Department  has  had  an  opportunity  to  review  the  Draft  Bishop  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  th|w»  statement.  The  preparation  of  such 
a  wide-ranging  planning  document  is  by  its  very  nature  a  difficult  one, 
particularly  in  the  subject  area  where  a  multitude  of  resources,  interests 
and  public  -tomnviQ  compete.  You  and  your  staff  are  to  be  complemented  for 
the  preparation  of  such  a  comprehensive  document  which  is  sensitive  to  the 
multiple  uses  which  Congress  has  charged  you  to  manage.  At  a  time  of 
increasing  public  concern  over  the  management,  protection  and  perpetuation  of 
the  environment,  it  is  increasingly  important  to  have  planning  documents 
available  which  speak  to  these  impacts  and  chart  its  use.  Within  the  context 
of  the  BMP  process,  the  draft  accomplishes  this  purpose. 

While  in  general  we  are  pleased  with  the  thrust  of  the  Bishop  BMP,  this  is 
not  to  say  that  we  agree  with  all  of  its  reocDmendatioms.  By  its  very 
nature,  the  Department  is  most  concerned  with  the  direct  and  indirect  impacts 
of  the  proposed  policies  on  the  two  State  Park  System  units  within  the 
Resource  Area.  Mono  Lake  State  Tufa  Reserve  and  Bodie  State  Historic  Park 
were  both  established  by  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  California  to 
protect  (respectively)  unique  natural  and  cultural  resources  for  this  and 
future  generations  of  Californians.  Ways  in  Which  the  draft  program  may 
affect  the  resources  within  our  areas  of  responsibility  either  positively  or 
negatively  are  issues  of  greater  than  local  concern  and  are  of  interest  to 
the  people  of  the  entire  state.  To  facilitate  our  comments  resulting  from 
the  review  of  your  draft  we  have  prepared  the  attachment  to  this  letter.  We 
hope  that  our  comments  may  be  helpful  to  you  and  will  serve  to  prepare  a 
final  document  which  will  be  even  more  protective  of  the  resources  which  we 
are  all  charged  to  administer.  If  you  have  questions  relative  to  cur 
comments,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me  at  the  above  number  or  Noah 
Tilghman  at  (916)  323-8763. 

Sincerely, 


/Uftffr/fa~ 


Richard  G.  Rayburn,  Chief 
Resource  Protection  Division 

Enclosure 
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CALIFORNIA  DEPARTMENT  QF  PARKS  AND  RECREATION 

COMMENTS  ON 

BLSBDP  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

January  16,  1991 


The  State  Park  System  unit  most  directly  affected  by  the  Bjwhnp  Resource 
tamagemant  Plan  (BMP)  ia  Bodie  state  Historic  Park  (SHP) ,  located  within  the 
Bodie  Hills  Management  Area.  This  unit,  which  the  State  began  acquiring  in 
1962,  is  495.8  acres  in  size  (if  the  40  acres  of  land  administered  under  an 
RSPP  lease  from  the  BLM  is  included)  and  encompasses  a  portion  of  the  area 
commonly  known  as  the  Bodie  Bowl.  This  7325  acre  area  is  defined  by 
agreement  between  this  Department  and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  for  the 
purposes  of  mutual  cooperation  in  the  management  of  the  area's  resources. 
Within  this  Bowl  approximately  1388  acres  are  in  Stats  or  private  holdings, 
leaving  5937  acres  within  the  Bureau's  administrative  area. 

m  1970,  the  California  State  Park  and  Recreation  Commission  adopted  the 
Bodie  State  Historic  Park  Resource  MaPT-nwiyt-  Plan.  General  Developmfflyt  Plan 
and  Enviro—-'*-^  aBBPJt  MBStt  (BSHP-RMP).  This  plan's  purpose  was  (based 
upon  resouroa  inventory  reoonnaissanoe)  to  establish  management  goals  and 
objectives  for  the  SHP  on  a  long  range  basis.  While  focusing  primarily  upon 
State  holdings,  this  plan  also  proposed  a  series  of  long  term  goals  of 
resource  protection  for  areas  surrounding  the  unit,  as  well  as  identifying 
objectives  to  reduce  impact  within  the  unit  by  moving  circulation  patterns 
and  developing  an  interpretive  center  outside  the  unit  on  lands  administered 
by  BLM.  The  BSHP-RMP,  while  acknowledged  in  the  RMP  reference  section,  does 
not  specifically  address  the  State's  proposals  for  land  administered  by  the 
Bureau.  For  the  sake  of  clarity,  we  would  urge  that  the  proposals  set  forth 
by  the  BSHP-RMP  be  provided  for  in  the  Final  Draft  of  your  RMP. 


As  one  important  addition,  the  Levels  of  Decisions  nmmnnning  on  page  24 
should  acknowledge  the  context  of  the  RMP  by  stating  that  the  RMP  will  also 
identify  areas  of  high  cultural  resource  values  which  may  be  threatened  by 
competing  resource  uses  for  the  purpose  of  providing  necessary  protection. 
In  addition,  this  section  should  state  as  a  policy  within  the  RMP,  that  a 
State's  environmental  law  and  regulation  are  applicable  to  federal  lands  as 
well  as  other  lands  within  a  state's  boundaries  as  found  by  the  supreme 
Court's  decision  in  California  Coastal  nominal rm  et  al  v-  «nw»<t>»  n«* 
Company  [107  S.  Ct.  (1987)). 

In  general,  this  Department  is  supportive  of  the  preferred  alternative 
proposed  by  BLM.  As  it  affects  the  Bodie  Bowl,  our  main  area  of  interest,  we 
believe  that  the  draft  plan  embodied  by  this  alternative  is,  on  balance, 
protective  of  the  resources  within  your  administration  and  carries  out  your 
responsibilities  under  current  federal  law  and  regulation.  Nonetheless,  we 
see  a  number  of  instances  where  clarification  of  proposals  or  the 
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substitution  of  policies  from  Alternative  3  would  make  the  document  more 
specific  to  the  issues,  while  serving  the  public's  interest  by  protecting  and 
perpetuating  the  resources  of  the  area  for  future  generations,  accordingly, 
the  following  comments  are  presented  with  the  intent  of  supporting  your 
presented  Preferred  Alternative  For  the  Bodie  Bills  Management  Area. 

Recrea^""*!  nnoo; 

«e  urge  that  the  intent  of  our  management  agreement  with  BUI  relative  to  CHV 
use  be  incorporated  into  these  policies  so  as  to  clarify  the  Bureau's  intent 
that  no  new  0H7  routes  be  established  within  the  Bodie  Bowl.  This  policy 
would  serve  to  minimize  cultural  and  habitat  resource  degradation  within  the 
sensitive  area,  while  maintaining  the  characteristics  of  the  Bowl  that  serve 
to  perpetuate  the  ghost  town  character  of  Bodie. 

■k  support  the  concepts  of  prohibiting  shooting  within  the  Bodie  Bowl  area  to 
protect  other  recreational  uses,  as  well  as  prohibiting  camping  in  the  same 
area  due  to  past  negative  experiences  with  these  activities  resulting  in 
degradation  of  cultural  resources. 

Cultural  Resources 

The  high  value  and  level  of  protection  proposed  by  the  BMP  serves  to  assure 
us  of  BIM's  commitment  to  protect  the  inportant  and  extensive  resources  of 
the  Bowl.  For  the  sake  of  clarification  for  the  future  users  of  this 
document  wa  suggest  that  an  expended  description  of  the  protection  afforded 
by  the  landmark  classification  be  provided.  Within  this  context  we  further 
urge  that  until  the  landmark's  boundaries  are  established  by  the  National 
Park  Service,  an  interim  boundary  be  adopted  by  BUI  to  assure  the  protection 
of  the  cultural  values  of  this  area.  We  suggest  the  use  of  the  area  of  the 
preliminary  boundary  presented  at  Bodie  during  the  Legislative  briefing  of 
April  27,  1990.  Provision  would  be  made,  of  course,  that  upon  final  adoption 
of  a  boundary  by  NPS  that  boundary  would  supercede  the  RHP's  graphic 
representation. 

Mineral  Development: 

The  issue  of  a  modern  mineral  development  and  its  associated  milling  and 
processing  facilities  is  of  major  concern  to  this  Department  and  to  the 
people  of  the  State  of  California.  Because  no  specific  project  has  yet  been 
proposed  we  have  not  taken  a  position  on  the  interest  currently  being 
expressed  in  such  development.  However,  based  upon  the  even  more  intensive 
capabilities  of  this  industry  illustrated  by  the  revolutionary  evolution  of 
technology  illustrated  over  the  past  20-30  years,  we  are  very  concerned  that 
similar  evolution  over  the  life  of  the  RMP  could  result  in  impacts  never 
anticipated  by  this  document.  Therefore  great  care  must  be  taken  to  make 
clear  in  the  policies  adopted  that  the  goals  are  to  protect  the  cultural, 
recreational  and  natural  resources  of  the  area.  To  this  end  we  offer  the 
following. 
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That  guidelines  to  prevent  unnecessary  and  undue  degradation  within 
the  Bodie  Mountain  Resource  Area  be  based  upon  expanded  direction 
within  the  plan.  This  direction  should  include,  at  a  minimum, 
standards  based  not  upon  current  industry  practice,  but  upon  an 
ideal  of  accomplishment.  For  instance,  rather  than  establishing 
minimum  standards,  standards  should  be  proposed  which  are  designed 
to  accomplish  a  specific  goal.  By  Bpnlllng  out  such  requirements 
for  development  of  mining  related  development,  infrastructure,  use, 
restoration,  mitigation  and  reclamation,  the  public's  interest  will 
be  better  served  as  will  that  of  the  mineral  industry  by  setting  a 
level  of  achievement  so  that  there  will  be  a  certainty  in  the 
process  of  project  development. 

We  do  not  see  the  withdrawal  program  proposed  in  Alternative  3  for 
mineral  lands  within  the  Bodie  Bowl  as  being  mutually  exclusive  with 
the  regulatory  scheme  proposed  in  Alternative  4.  Rather,  we  see 
that  they  are  mutually  supportive  foundations  of  a  comprehensive 
mineral  policy  designed  to  protect  the  Bodie  Bowl  an  a  long  term 
basis. 

As  you  are  aware,  the  California  Legislature,  during  its  1990 
session,  adopted  a  resolution  railUng  upon  BLM  and  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  protect  and  perpetuate  the  resources  of  the  Bodie 
Bowl  if  they  are  threatened.  We  are  not  aware  as  of  this  data  of 
any  response  or  acknowledgment  of  this  request.  The  vehicle  of  the 
RKP  seems  to  us  the  perfect  opportunity  to  provide  such  a  response, 
one  element  of  which  would  be  the  initiation  of  a  withdrawal  of  all 
locatable  mineral  lands  within  the  Bodie  Bowl.  Such  a  program,  once 
established,  would  prevent  new  location  in  the  event  that  current 
claims  are  found  to  be  invalid,  become  inactive,  or  are  allowed  to 
lapse.  This  program  would  work  arm-in-arm  with  a  strengthened 
program  of  regulations  recommended  above  to  protect  the  finite 
recreational,  natural  and  cultural  resources  of  the  Bowl  from 
destructive  short  term  use. 

The  RMP  should  define  the  threshold  "threat"  referred  to  in  this 
resolution. 

A  recent  letter  from  the  Bishop  Resource  Area  office,  summarizing 
comments  received  to  data  states  that  "parts  of  the  mining,  grazing 
impact  analysis  may  have  been  based  on  some  inaccurate  assumptions," 
and  that  you  will  probably  be  making  substantial  revisions  of 
these.  We  ourselves  were  concerned  that  the  projections  presented 
were  much  larger  than  we  had  anticipated  based  upon  our  limited 
review  of  the  mineral  industry.  Will  the  public  have  an  additional 
opportunity  to  comment  upon  the  revisions  as  they  may  affect  the 
rest  of  the  plan? 
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Wa  had  previously  expressed  concern  over  the  possibility  of  mineral 
leasing  within  the  Bowl  area.  While  surface  occupancy  would  be 
prohibited  in  the  current  plan,  we  are  still  concerned  over  the 
impacts  of  such  leases.  In  particular,  the  issue  of  Bubsirtmne 
should  be  addressed,  as  well  as  other  potential  resource  impacts  of 
such  leases. 

Habitat  and  Wildlife  Resources: 

During  the  course  of  reviewing  recent  project  proposals  in  the  Bodie  BHP  area 
as  well  as  the  RHP,  this  Department  has  become  increasingly  aware  of  the  high 
habitat  and  wildlife  value  of  the  area.  We  believe  that  further 
investigation  will  confirm  the  presence  of  threatened  and  rare  plant  and 
animal  species.  (We  have  previously  forwarded  to  you  copies  of  comments 
addressed  to  Mono  County  on  this  subject  which  address  this  matter  in  more 
detail.  Those  cccmants,  as  appropriate,  should  be  considered  part  of  these 
ocnmsnts. )  One  investigator  has  in  fact  described  the  Bodie  area  as  the 
richest  in  mammal  species  in  Worth  America,  north  of  Oosta  Rica,  another  has 
pointed  out  that  the  cultural  remains  of  the  area  now  serve  as  an  important 
habitat  to  a  number  of  species,  but  in  particular  serve  as  the  main  wintering 
area  for  the  Sierran  species  of  the  rosy  finch. 

A  greater  acknowledgment  of  the  important,  perhaps  unique  role  that  the  Bodie 
Bowl  plays  as  an  ecological  island  should  be  made  with  strengthened  policies 
to  protect  this  area. 

Relative  to  wildlife  we  suggest  that  the  issue  of  increased  fencing  of 
allotments  be  addressed.  Such  fencing  interferes  with  migration  routes  of 
deer  and  prcmghorn  antelope.  The  needs  of  the  stock  raiser  should  be 
addressed  and  balanced  with  wildlife  needs. 

Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 

We  are  supportive  of  the  designation  of  the  Bodie  Bowl  as  an  Area  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern.  Such  special  management  attention  is  desirable  to 
protect  the  resources  of  this  area.  However,  we  believe  it  is  necessary  to 
set  forth  in  greater  detail  bow  the  requirements  of  the  Bureau's  Multiple  Use 
philosophy  will  provide  a  balance  of  protection  while  allowing  consumptive 
uses  which  seemingly  oonflict  with  the  ACEC's  goals. 

Mono  Lalce  Tufa  Reserve 

You  should  be  aware  that  there  are  examples  of  the  rare  tufa  formation  on  BLM 
lands  located  north  of  Mono  City  between  Highway  395  and  Wilson  Creek  in  the 
vicinity  of  Highway  167.  We  suggest  that  greater  protection  be  provided  to 
these  natural  resources  in  light  of  California  Public  Resources  Code  Sections 
5045  through  5049. 


4  - 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  81  (State  of  California  Parks  and 
Recreation) 

81-1)  This  has  been  considered;  the  Bodie  Bowl  has  been  so 
identified.  Some  of  the  Granite  Mountain  decision  is  still  open  to 
interpretation,  and  the  RMP  is  not  the  place  to  discuss  it.  There 
is  a  state-wide  MOU  to  implement  SMARA  on  BLM  managed 
lands,  as  well  as  an  MOU  with  Mono  County  for  local  projects. 

81-2)  The  Bureau  will  address  your  proposal  in  an  upcoming  activity 
plan  for  OHV  management  in  the  Bodie  Hills.  The  State  Park  is 
currently  represented  on  the  steering  committee  of  the  Bodie 
Hills  Coordinated  Resource  Management  Plan  process.  The 
steering  committee  will  review  the  Bureau's  recommendations 
during  this  phase  of  site  planning.  Under  the  preferred 
alternative,  vehicle  use  will  be  limited  to  designated  roads  and 
trails. 

The  shooting  prohibition  boundary  in  the  Bodie  Bowl  will  be 
identified  in  the  upcoming  ACEC  activity  plan.  This  has  been 
clarified  in  the  final  RMP  under  Alternative  4.  Other  issues  such 
as  camping  prohibitions  will  also  be  addressed  at  the  activity 
plan  level. 

81  -3)  See  general  Bodie  response  (p.5-5).  It  addresses  most  of  these 
concerns. 

81 -3a)  Many  aspects  of  mineral  development  are  expected  to  change 
over  the  life  of  the  plan,  including  technology  and  commodity 
supply/demand/price  scenarios.  The  RMP  is  based  only  on 
foreseeable  events.  However,  the  RMP  is  a  very  flexible 
document  and  subject  to  amendment  if  deemed  necessary  by 
unforeseen  events. 

81-4)  The  portion  of  the  alternative  to  which  your  comment  refers  has 
been  modified  in  the  final  RMP.  The  overall  management 
objective  is  to  preserve  the  existing  historic  integrity  and  visual 
values  of  the  ACEC.  Based  on  this  direction,  limits  of  acceptable 
change  will  be  developed  in  an  activity  plan  which  will  identify 
standards  for  surface  disturbing  activities. 
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81  -5)  The  final  RMP  includes  a  proposed  mineral  withdrawal  within  the 
Bodie  Bowl.  See  Chapter  2  (p.2-22)  and  the  general  Bodie 
response  (p.  5-5). 

81-6)      This  is  the  final  RMP.  There  will  not  be  another  draft. 

81  -7)  By  "mineral  leasing,"  we  assume  you  are  referring  to  geothermal 
development.  See  general  response  on  geothermal  (p.5-15). 

81-8)  At  this  time,  we  have  no  clear  evidence  of  unique  faunal 
assemblages  or  individual  species  located  in  the  Bodie  Bowl 
which  could  be  recognized  as  "island"  populations.  We  are 
aware  of  species  like  the  pika  and  Townsend  big  eared  bat  (a 
federal  candidate  species)  which  occur  in  the  Bowl  at  restricted 
localities. 

We  appreciate  your  comment  concerning  allotment  fencing  and 
its  effects  on  deer  and  pronghorn  movement.  Additional  fencing 
of  wildlands,  if  needed,  is  addressed  in  action  plans.  Fencing  is 
minimized  and  constructed  according  to  methods  which  should 
cause  the  least  impact  on  animal  movement  and  behavior. 

81-9)  These  concerns  have  been  addressed  in  the  general  Bodie 
response. 

81  -1 0)  The  resources  you  have  identified  would  be  addressed  in  activity 
plans  for  the  area.  Identification  of  the  tufa  formations  has  been 
added  to  Appendix  6  of  the  final  RMP. 


January  16,   1991 


BLM 

7E7  N.  Main 

Bishco,  CA. 


This  letter  is  in  regard  to  the  Long  Valley  management 
proposal  currently  under  review  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
office  in  Bishop,  CA.  Specifically,  we  would  like  to  address 
land  usages  in  the  Long  Valley  area  as  they  pertain  to  the  Alkali 
ponds.  The  pond  of  special  interest  is  located  west  of  Whitmore 
Crossing  Road  approximately  one  Quarter  mile  south  o-r  the  Mono 
County  dump. 

The  current  stewardship  of  the  aforementioned  pond  is  under 
:.he  control  of  the  Department  of  Water  and  Power  of  Los  Angeles, 
California.   IDWPS. 

Currently  there  are  app  r  OKI  mate  ly  fifty  to  one  hundred  Namatotn 
and  June  locals  who  periodically  wiridsurf  this  five  acre  spring 
and  runoff  fed  natural  lake.  What  we  see*  to  accomplish  is  a 
formal  designation  of  this  pond  as  a  windsurfing  location. 

The  reasons  we  believe  that  this  pond  should  be  set  aside  as  s 
recreational  arsa  to  be  enjoyed  by  tourists  and  locals  alike  s.rr- 
s&    f ol lows; 

!.  .  Past  and  current  usage  by  as  many  as  twenty  five 
sailors  at  any  given  time. 

2.  Current  listing  of  ponds  as  a  premier  EiStern 
Sierra  windsurfing  spot  in  statewide  publications. 

3.  Ideal  wind  conditions;  both  direction  and  speed! 
rare  in  the  Eastern  Sierra  where  mountains  affect  wind  on  most 
other  lakes. 

4.  Excellent  water  conditions,  a)  Depth;  max  i  mum  4  ft 
depth  is  ideal  for  learning  high  soeed  sailing  techniques  as  well 
as  being  safe  (no  lifeguard  necessary/ 

b>  Temperature;  because 
of  shallow  depth  water  heats  up  earlier  in  the  season  and 
facilitates  an  earlier  start  to  the  sailing  season. 

5.  Due  to  the  small  size  of  the  lake,  io  interference 
with,  ski  boats,  jet  skis,  sailboats  or  fishermen  is  encountered. 

6.  No  major  improvements  are  necessary  a-  there  is 
already  a  short  access  road  to  a  small  parking  area.  In 
addition  there  is  a  grassy  rigging  area  and  a  small  earthen  dam 
(broken) . 

7.  Positive  impact  on  area  tourism;  many  people  s -op 
and  take  pictures  of  bright  colored  sails  with  the  Sier.=s  as  a 
backdrop.  These  tourists  are  interested  and  supportive  of  aur 
sport. 

3.  Airport  weather  reports  can  be  used  to  ace  irately 
pred-ct  wind  speeds  and  directions  at  the  Alkali  Ponds 
eliminatii.-j  wasted  time  or  gas  driving  to  other  potent  •  al  s**il*nt| 
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Tliis  dam   prev  iou.sI  y  bui  It   by 
wcul d  need   to   be   rep  laced   for 
wi  ndsurfers  tnroughout   the  ^Lirnmer 
too  shallow  to  sail  by  July. 

If  an  earthen  dam  does  not  .ne~-et  spec  ifications  desi  red  by 
agencies  involved,  we  would  be  willing  to  supply  mater ia 1 s  and 
manpower  to  either  bu  i  '..  d  a  more  suitable  dam  or  possibly  deepsn 
the  ponds  by  use  of  earth  moving  machinery  if  this  alternative 
were  deemed  m.::-re  appropriate.  For  1991  a  dam  woul  d  be  s  imp  1  er 
and  since  either  alternative  would  have  to  be  accomplished  by- 
April  to  capture  the  Spring  runoff,  we  would  suggest  the  dam  as 
the  only  alternative. 

Lastly,  environmental  concerns  must  be  addressed,  especially 
when  dealing  with  water  diversions.  In  talking  with  Dave  Lehman. 
it  became  apparent  that  species  unknown  to  most  recreat ionists 
inhabit  hot  springs  throughout  the  area  in  question.  However,  we 
are  ^-xnaiAtare-  of  any  species  inhabiting  the  Alkali  Ponds.  If  there 
were  spec  ies  in  quest  ion3  we  can  only  surmi  se  t  hat  t  hey  woul d 
benefit  from  a  pond  that  stays  larger,  deeper,  and  less  Al  kal ine 
for  a  longer  per  iod. 

Thus  contrary  to  causing  harm,  an  increase  in  water  level 
could  conceivably  benefit  species  which  frequent  bodies  of  water 
throughout   the  a.rea..  I  n   general ,    surface   water   supports 

waterfow I  and  in  conj u nc  t  ion  with  all  other  1 oc  a 1  sp  ec  ies. 
Finally,  since  the  sp i 1 1  over  creek  is  normal ly  dry  6  months  of 
the  year  it  is  inconceivable  that  any  spec  ies  downstream  would,  be 
adversely  affected  by  the  raising  of  t  lie  lake  level. 

I  n  summar  /,  we  are  concerned  about  a  natural  body  of  water ,  an 
Alkal  i  Pond.  The  pond  i  dent  if  ied  earlier  is  aireacy  being  usee 
as  a  r  ec  r  ea  t  ±  o  r>a  1  a  r  ea  by  p  eop  1  e  from  as  far  away  as  Eu  r  op  e  and 
as  close  as  Mammoth  Lakes.  Previous  improvements  in  the  form  of 
a  small  parking  area,  a  grassy  rigging  area,  and  a  2  foot  earthen 
dam  seem  io  have  caused  no  env  i  rorimental  detr  iment  av<£r  che  past 
3  yei5rw..  Similar  imp  rovements  to  Alkali  Ponds  nave  been  made 
from  Diaz  Lake  to  Washoe  Lake  in  the  Eastern  Sierra.  '  However, 
neither  these  lakes,  or  any  of  the  Alpine  Lakes,  or  Crowley  Lake 
afford  the  ideal  conditions  present  at  the  Alkali  Pond  for  t  he 
recreational  activity  of  sai  Iboardmq . 

By  writing  this  letter  we  ar s  tryi ng  z o  wor k  t h r oug h  o r op  er 
channels  and  cooperate  with  all  Governmental  Regulatory  Agencies 
to  produce  a  viable  recreational  opportunity  unavailable 
elsewhere  in  the  Central  High  Sierra  to  both  visiting  and  local 
sai 1  boarders.  The  mi  nor  improvements  necessary  to  achieve  this 
goal  are  minimal,  have  precedent  here  and  in  other  counties,  and 
appear  to  have  no  conf  1  let  with  the  surround!  ng  env  i-'onment  or 
ies  in  the  area.  We  woul  d  great  ly  apprsc  -.  ate 
the  oond  as  a  permanent  1  ocat  i  on  for  the  *-:  n„  oymer  t 


sensitive   spc: 
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tavor ite    recreational     act  i  v ; 


sa  i 1  boar  di  nq . 
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RESPONSE   TO   COMMENT   LETTER    82    (Michael    Melin,    Windsurf 
Community) 

82-1)  The  issue  of  windsurfing  management  would  be  addressed  in 
the  upcoming  activity  plan  that  is  identified  in  the  draft  RMP, 
p.  73. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  83  (Burr  Williams) 

83-1,2)  Thank  you  for  your  comments.  They  have  been  noted  and 
considered  for  the  final  RMP. 

83-3)  See  Appendix  8  of  the  draft  RMP  and  the  Need  Analysis  section 
of  the  general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.5-16). 

83-4)  The  reference  to  "decadent  vegetation"  concerns  a  large  area  in 
the  vicinity  of  Trench  Canyon  (Granite  Mountain  management 
area)  containing  a  monotypic  stand  of  sagebrush  with  very  little 
or  no  understory  vegetation.  As  wildlife  habitat,  the  area  has 
limited  value.  Increasing  vegetation  diversity  would  improve 
wildlife  species  variety  and/or  abundance.  Removing  live  trees 
would  be  permitted  in  order  to  increase  understory  vegetation 
diversity,  as  an  example,  in  not  more  than  56%  of  the  available 
pinyon-juniper  vegetation  type. 

Chemical  control  of  sagebrush  in  Adobe  Valley  is  not  a  final  plan 
decision. 

Decisions  to  locate  additional  (artificial)  water  sources  in  some 
management  areas  are  designed  to  replace  natural  springs  or 
other  surface  water  lost  due  to  man-induced  or  natural  causes. 

Except  for  the  tule  elk,  decisions  will  not  be  directed  toward 
habitat  enhancement  for  non-native  species. 

83-5)  The  final  RMP  prescribes  Crater  Mountain  for  ACEC  status. 
Chukar  are  not  planned  for  introduction  in  the  area.  Other 
subjects  you  have  described  would  be  addressed  in  the 
upcoming  ACEC  activity  plan. 


83-6,7)  Indian  communities  are  but  one  of  the  many  groups  who  have 
"traditionally"  used  the  Public  Lands.  We  have  coordinated  with 
the  recognized  tribal  governments,  as  well  as  asking  for 
comment  from  individuals.  Whenever  a  concern  has  been 
voiced,  we  have  attempted  to  be  responsive  (e.g.  identifying 
lands  for  reservation  expansion,  pinyon  nut  harvesting  decisions, 
continued  access  to  hot  springs,  etc.). 

Funding  for  the  Cultural  Center  has  been  discussed,  but  is  not 
a  decision  in  this  RMP. 
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January   17,    1991 


Mr.  Michael  A. 

Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

787  N.  Main  Street 

Bishop,  California   93514 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 


Comments  on  EIS  and 
Draft  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  (BRMP) 


This  is  to  provide  comments  by  the  Water  System  of  the 
Citv  of  Los  Angeles  Department  of  Water  and  Power  (Department) 
regarding  anticipated  actions  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
*BLM)  which  may  affect  certain  aspects  of  the  Department's  land 
management  in  Inyo  and  Mono  Counties. 

The  enclosed  comments  address  the  major  categories  in 
the  BRMP  dealing  with  watershed  withdrawals;  land  ownership; 
grazing;  desired  plant  community;  vegetation  management;  wild  and 
scenic  rivers;  scenic  byways;  threatened/endangered  species 
introduction  and  recovery  plans;  year-long  or  seasonal  habitat 
protection;  and  the  Inyo/Los  Angeles  Groundwater  Pumping 
Agreement. 

With  regard  to  watershed  withdrawals,  the  Department 
has  serious  concerns  with  your  recommendation  to  lift  the  with 
drawals  on  600,000  acres  of  BLM  lands.   The  City  of  Los  Angeles 
has  long  relied  on  the  withdrawal  designation  for  protection  of 
its  watershed  lands. 

A  few  years  ago,  after  much  effort,  a  Task  Force 
representing  BLM,  the  Department,  and  Inyo  and  Mono  Counties 
developed  draft  language  for  proposed  legislation  on  "ate"£ed 
withdrawals  which  would  offer  protection  to  each  party.   I  believe 
that  the  jointly  developed  concepts  and  language  should  have  been 
included  in  the  BRMP  under  the  discussion  of  alternatives,  and 
should  have  been  recommended  under  the  preferred  alternative. 
The  Department  cannot  support  a  plan  that  arbitrarily  Hits 
withdrawals  on  lands  important  to  the  protection  of  Los  Angeles 
water  supply.   Additional  discussion  regarding  this  issue  is 
included  in  our  enclosed  comments. 


,,«jrd   Por*' 
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1 1  North  Hops  Sired.  Los  Angeles.  California  D  Mailing  address:  Box  1 II.  Los  Angeles  9O05I-OI00 
Telephone  (213)481-4211      Cable  address:  ofwapola  FAX. (213)  48 1 -870 1 


Mr.  Michael  A.  Ferguson 


January  17,  1991 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  BRMP. 
If  you  have  any  questions  concerning  our  remarks,  my  staff  and  I 
would  be  pleased  to  discuss  them  with  you. 

Sincerely, 


JAMES  F.  WICKSER 
Assistant  General  Manager  -  Water 


Enclosure 

c:      D.    D.    Buchholz 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  WATER  AND  POWER  WATER  SYSTEM'S 
COMMENTS  AND  CONCERNS  REGARDING  BLM ' S  BRMP 


General  Comments 

The  format  of  the  Draft  BRMP  is  somewhat  difficult  to 
follow  and  appears  to  lack  quantitative  supporting  data  for 
proposed  actions  or  documentation  of  methods  to  attain  certain 
goals.   Consequently,  rather  than  specifics,  many  of  the 
Department's  comments  will  be  in  the  form  of  questions  or  con- 
cerns about  the  following  major  categories:   watershed  with- 
drawals; land  ownership;  grazing;  desired  plant  community; 
vegetation  management;  wild  and  scenic  rivers;  scenic  byways; 
threatened/endangered  species  introduction  and  recovery  plans; 
year-long  or  seasonal  habitat  protection;  and  the 
Inyo/Los  Angeles  Groundwater  Pumping  Agreement. 

Watershed  Withdrawals 

Federal  l^ads  under  the  administration  of  BLM  were 
withdrawn  from  entry  and  settlement  to  protect  the  watershed  and 
water  supply  of  the  City  of  Los  Angeles  in  the  1930s  through 
enactment  of  Congressional  legislation  and  Executive  Orders. 

The  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976 
(FLPMA)  directed  BLM  to  review  withdrawn  lands  to  determine  if 
the  original  purpose  of  the  withdrawals  was  still  valid.   To  that 
end,  between  1984  and  1986  a  Watershed  Withdrawal  Task  Force  was 
established  to  assist  in  this  review.   This  Task  Force  was  com- 
prised of  staff  from  BLM,  the  Department,  and  Inyo  and  Mono 
Counties . 


During 
criteria  that  wa 
'fication  for  ret 
geographic  areas 
withdrawal  statu 
also  presented  d 
almost  two-third 
were  identified 


the  course  of  that  review,  BLM  established 
s  to  be  used  in  evaluating  the  Department's  justi- 
aining  withdrawals  on  11  specifically  identified 

The  Department  was  receptive  to  lifting  the 
s  on  over  300,000  acres  of  land.   The  Department 
etailed  rationale  on  the  necessity  to  retain 
s  of  the  land  under  withdrawal  because  the  lands 
as  necessary  for  continued  watershed  protection. 


In  1986,  the  Task  Force  developed  language  which  was  to 
be  incorporated  into  proposed  withdrawal  legislation  and  sup- 
ported by  the  parties.   In  addition  to  lifting  withdrawals  on 
previously  mentioned  acreage,  the  proposed  legislation  would  also 
lift  certain  withdrawals  on  lands  identified  by  each  County  which 
were  urgently  needed  for  public  purposes  and  urban  expansion. 
The  proposed  legislation  additionally  provided  for  lifting  with- 
drawals for  needs  identified  in  the  future  with  consent  of  BLM, 
the  Department,  and  the  affected  county. 


-  0001.0.0 


84-/ 


ewi 


BV-3 


The  draft  legislation  has  been  "on  hold"  since  1986; 
however,  in  the  proposed  Inyo/Los  Angeles  Water  Agreement,  Inyo 
County  has  restated  its  support  for  that  legislation. 

In  BLM ' s  BRMP  Alternative  I-Present  Management, 
withdrawals  would  be  retained  on  600,000  acres  within  the  Plan 
boundaries.   However,  Alternatives  II,  III,  and  the  preferred 
alternative  propose  the  revocation  of  all  watershed  withdrawals 
on  600,000  acres.   There  does  not  seem  to  be  sufficient  basis  to 
make  the  recommendation  that  withdrawals  be  lifted  on  all  City 
lands . 


The  Department  recognizes  th 
BLM  to  exchange  or  dispose  of  lands  fo 
the  past,  the  Department  has  been  will 
lifting  of  withdrawals  on  a  case-by-ca 
and  this  cooperation  will  continue  in 
rationale  that  it  takes  a  long  period 
encroachments  or  to  effect  land  exchan 
drawn  status  is  not  sufficient  justifi 
designation  of  lands  which  protect  the 
supply  for  its  3.5  million  residents. 


at  requests  are  received  by 
r  legitimate  reasons.   In 
ing  to  cooperate  with  the 
se  basis  whenever  possible, 
the  future.   The  stated 
of  time  for  BLM  to  resolve 
ges  because  of  the  with- 
cation  for  changing  the 
City  of  Los  Angeles'  water 


In  summary,  we  believe  there  is  little  justification  in 
the  BRMP  for  the  lifting  of  all  withdrawals.   The  concept  of  the 
Task  Force  Plan,  developed  over  several  years  of  effort,  should 
be  included  in  the  discussion,  and  should  be  recommended  under 
the  preferred  alternative.   The  Plan  would  afford  protection  to 
the  City  of  Los  Angeles  and  provide  benefits  to  all  parties. 

Land  Ownership 

The  BRMP  is  not  specific  in  identifying  Department 
lands  which  BLM  desires  to  acquire  through  purchase  or  exchange. 
While  the  Department  may  entertain  certain  exchanges  which  are 
mutually  beneficial,  it  is  difficult  to  make  specific  comments 
unless  the  actual  parcels  of  land  are  identified.   The 
Department's  land  management  seems  consistent  with  many  BLM  con- 
cepts in  providing  nonimpact  recreational  uses  of  its  lands. 

Grazing 

Approximately  250,000  acres  of  Department  property  are 
used  for  livestock  grazing.   In  most  cases,  these  uses  have  con- 
tinued since  the  land  was  acquired  from  private  property  owners , 
and  represent  the  livelihood  of  more  than  60  ranching  families  to 
this  day.   This  use  of  City  lands  is  important  because  it  repre- 
sents a  nonintensive  multiple  use  of  Los  Angeles'  watershed,  and 
also  because  at  least  75  percent  of  the  ranch  lands  are  left  open 
for  public  recreational  uses.   Since  there  are  adjacent  BLM  and 
Department  lands  used  by  the  same  lessees,  changes  in  BLM 
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policies  may  adversely  affect  our  mutual  lessees  and  the  use  of 
City  lands. 


For  example 
on  BLM  permits  may  re 
Department  lands.  In 
Area  (MA;  Pages  86-87 
grazing  because  there 
grazing  to  be  practic 
ment  because  there  is 
composition,  density, 
ment  or  the  proposed 
to  fence  its  lands  to 
lands  as  a  result  of 


reductions  in — or  elimination  of — grazing 
suit  in  increased  grazing  pressure  on 

areas  such  as  the  South  Inyo  Management 
) ,  the  proposed  action  prohibits  livestock 

is  not  enough  forage  in  the  area  for 
al.   It  is  difficult  to  evaluate  this  state- 
no  data  presented  to  document  vegetation 
or  forage  production  to  support  the  state- 
action.   Would  the  Department  be  requested 
prevent  livestock  from  encroaching  on  BLM 
this  action? 


In  the  Long  Valley  MA,  it  is  suggested  that  controlling 
early  season  grazing  could  improve  sage  grouse  nesting  popula- 
tions.  It  has  been  our  experience  that  livestock  do  not  normally 
graze  upland  areas  until  late  in  the  season,  after  the  grouse 
nesting  period.   A  study  by  Clint  McCarthy  (U.S.  Forest  Service) 
in  the  mid  198  0s  showed  that  hunting  was  the  limiting  factor 
affecting  sage  grouse  populations  in  Long  Valley. 

The  Department  believes  there  is  insufficient  basis  for 
the  proposed  action  and  asks,  therefore,  to  be  consulted  on  any 
proposals  by  BLM  affecting  grazing  management  on  BLM  and  adjacent 
Department  lands. 


Desired  Plant  Community  (DPC) : 

Appendix  1,  Pages  239-24 
management  areas .   What  are  these 
cepts?    potential  plant  communiti 
that  the  DPCs  are  biased  in  favor 
selected  species,  with  little — if 
plant  habitat,  watershed  managemen 
References  are  made  throughout  the 
goals  at  various  sites,  but  there 
or  suggested  methods  to  be  used  to 


3,  "defines"  DPCs  for  several 
based  upon?   range  site  con- 
es for  soil  types?   It  appears 
of  wildlife  habitat  for 
any — concern  for  sensitive 
t,  or  livestock  use. 

BRMP  regarding  meeting  DPC 
is  no  accompanying  information 

accomplish  these  goals. 


Vegetation  Management 


Similar  to  the  discussion  on  DPCs,  references  are  made 
regarding  proposed  vegetation  management,  such  as  managing  deer 
winter  range  to  provide  at  least  70  percent  of  the  bitterbrush  in 
mature  or  younger  age  classes  and  to  provide  enough  annual  growth 
to  support  5,400  deer,  etc.  (Page  82). 

Again,  no  data  is  provided  on  present  conditions  or 
methods  to  be  used  to  accomplish  the  proposed  action.   A  manage- 
ment plan  should  include  such  information.   The  apparent  bias  in 
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gi/-V    favor  of  wildlife  is  also  evident  on  Pages  157,  159,  and  162, 
„„+.    whereas  there  is  no  mention  of  the  occurrence  of  sensitive  plant 
species  or  candidate  species  and  their  requirements. 

Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 

While  the  first  two  steps  of  the  process  to  classify 
certain  candidate  streams  have  been  completed,  and  some  may  now 
be  considered  valid  candidates,  the  Department  does  not  support 
such  classification  on  the  portions  of  Hot,  Rock,  Independence, 
or  Georges  Creeks  that  traverse  Department  lands,  or  at  Fish 
Slough,  based  on  the  rationale  in  the  BRMP.   We  wish  to  partici- 
pate in  subsequent  discussions  on  the  subject. 


Scenic  Byways 

Several  roads  and  highways  are  proposed  for  scenic 
byway  classification,  and  the  BRMP  seeks  the  cooperation  of  the 
Department  and  U.S.  Forest  Service  in  joint  designations.   How 
does  this  classification  compare  with  the  scenic  highway  desig- 
nation used  by  Caltrans  on  portions  of  U.S.  Highway  395?   Why  is 
BLM  interested  in  such  designations  for  the  Manzanar  and  Owenyo 
Roads,  which  are  entirely  on  Department  lands?  What  are  the 
restrictions  placed  on  the  owner  of  lands  along  a  scenic  byway? 
The  Department  requests  further  discussion  on  this  proposal. 

Introduction  of  Threatened  or 

Endangered  Species  and  Species  Recovery  Plans 

The  BRMP  suggests  that  such  recovery  plans  be  coordi- 
nated with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  the  California 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game--but  it  does  not  include  the 
Department.   Most  areas  suitable  for  such  activities  are  located 
on  or  in  proximity  to  Department  lands,  and  introduced  species 
would  probably  make  use  of  Department  lands  as  well.   The 
Department  requests  to  be  included  in  any  such  planning  efforts. 

Year-long  or  Seasonal  Protection  of  Habitats 

I  Several  references  are  made  in  the  BRMP  to  seasonal 

itection  of  sage  grouse  leks,  year-long  protection  of  tule  elk 
iying  areas,  or  protection  of  sensitive  plant  and  wildlife 
i.abitats.   What  type  of  protection  is  being  proposed,  and  how 
would  such  protection  be  accomplished  or  regulated?   Would  adja- 
cent landowners  be  requested  to  fence  property  boundaries?   Are 
the  areas  to  be  protected  from  livestock,  vehicles,  foot  traffic, 
or  any  combination  of  these?   The  BRMP  should  provide  a  more 
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detailed  discussion  of  methods  or  recommendations  for  accomplish- 
ing this  protection,  as  well  as'  state  the  need  for  active  involve- 
ment of  adjacent  land  managing  agencies. 

Inyo/Los  Angeles  Groundwater  Pumping  Agreement 

The  BRMP  states  on  Page  129  that  the  Agreement  between 
Inyo  County  and  the  Department  may  affect  riparian  habitat  if 
"surface  water  and  vegetation  is  impacted  by  lowered  water 
tables."   It  is  also  stated,  on  Pages  191-192,  that  continued 
water  export  is  expected  to  "lower  water  tables  and  result  in  a 
subsequent  loss  of  forage  quality  and  quantity,"  and  that  a 
slight  to  moderate  negative  impact  to  tule  elk  forage  resources 
would  occur.   It  is  evident  from  these  statements  that  the 
Agreement  has  not  been  correctly  understood.   The  overall  goal  of 
the  Inyo/Los  Angeles  Agreement  is  to  "manage  the  water  resources 
within  Inyo  County  to  avoid  certain  described  changes  in  vegeta- 
tion and  to  cause  no  significant  effect  on  the  environment  which 
cannot  be  acceptably  mitigated  while  providing  a  reliable  supply 
of  water  for  export  to  Los  Angeles  and  for  use  in  Inyo  County." 
In  other  words,  the  purpose  of  the  Agreement  and  Groundwater 
Management  Plan  is  to  avoid  significant  impacts  to  Owens  Valley 
vegetation,  including  tule  elk  forage.   Such  statements,  as 
mentioned  above,  along  with  several  of  the  actions  proposed  by 
BLM,  appear  to  be  inconsistent  with  Page  28  of  the  BRMP,  which 
states  that,  "considerable  effort  has  been  expended  to  assure  this 
plan  is  consistent  with  existing  and  probable  future  plans  of 
adjacent  jurisdictions." 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  84  (LADWP  Water  System) 

84-1)      See  general  response  for  watershed  withdrawals  (p.5-8). 

84-2)      See  the  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals  (p.5-9). 

84-3)  A  grazing  analysis  of  the  southern  Inyo  Mountains  was 
conducted  in  1985.  The  analysis  found  most  of  the  area 
unusable  due  to  slope,  forage,  and  water  and  eliminated  all  but 
40  acres  of  range  with  a  final  grazing  capacity  of  3  AUMs. 

Livestock  drifting  off  LADWP  lands  and  onto  public  lands  would 
be  in  trespass.  It  is  BLM's  intention  to  work  with  LADWP  and 
their  lessee  concerning  this  potential  problem. 

Typically,  the  operators  have  been  licensed  with  turn-out  dates 
as  follows:  Long  Valley  5/1;  Hot  Creek  5/16;  Wilfred  Creek  6/1. 

The  BLM  recognizes  that  the  Inyo  and  Mono  county  livestock 
operators  have  multi-agency  operations  and  that  some  BLM 
proposals  would  affect  Department  lands.  The  BLM  will  consult 
with  LADWP  on  these  proposals. 

84-4)      Please  refer  to  the  DPC  general  statement  (p.5-10). 

A  section  has  been  added  under  "mule  deer"  in  Chapter  3  to 
describe  the  current  condition  of  bitterbrush  on  deer  winter 
range.  Methods  for  accomplishing  bitterbrush  goals  on  deer 
winter  range  would  be  covered  in  action  plans,  such  as  wildlife 
habitat  management  plans. 

Appropriate  sections  referencing  candidate  plant  species 
locations,  populations  or  habitat  conditions  and  related  impacts 
are  provided  in  Chapter  3  of  the  final  RMP. 

84-5)  Your  comments  regarding  opposition  to  eligibility  of  the 
candidate  creeks  on  City  of  Los  Angeles'  lands  have  been  noted 
and  will  be  incorporated  in  the  upcoming  suitability  studies.  We 
will  add  your  organization  to  our  mailing  list  of  parties  interested 
in  the  studies  and  keep  you  informed  of  the  program. 
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84-6)  Scenic  highway  classifications  appear  to  have  more  restrictions 
regarding  signing,  etc.  The  Bureau  is  interested  in  the  Manzanar 
and  Owenyo  Roads  because  this  route  provides  an  alternative 
opportunity  for  motorists  to  observe  and  appreciate  public  lands 
in  the  Inyo  Mountains.  This  alternative  route  highlights  the 
majesty  of  the  range  more  vividly  than  U.S.  Highway  395.  It 
would  improve  public  awareness  of  Bureau  and  other  agency 
lands.  Some  low  profile  signing  might  be  used  to  interpret  area 
features.  No  special  restrictions  are  placed  on  other  agency 
lands  designated  as  part  of  a  scenic  byway.  The  Bureau  would 
work  closely  with  the  Department  to  ensure  that  the  designation 
would  primarily  enhance  the  public's  recreation  experience 
without  changes  to  existing  management. 

84-7)  The  Los  Angeles  Department  of  Water  and  Power  will  be 
included  in  coordination  of  species  recovery  plans  and  project 
implementation  where  Department  lands  could  provide  suitable 
conditions  for  species  recovery. 

84-8)  The  seasonal  and  yearlong  protection  categories  require  that  no 
discretionary  actions  which  would  adversely  affect  a  target 
resource  would  be  allowed.  Discretionary  actions  are  anything 
for  which  a  permit  or  other  decision  document  is  required. 
Adverse  effect  would  be  determined  in  an  environmental  analysis 
process.  These  decisions  apply  to  BLM  administered  land  only. 
Cooperation  would  be  sought  from  other  land  managing  entities 
to  prevent  adverse  effects  when  actions  would  overlap 
management  jurisdiction. 

84-9)  The  decisions  and  other  narrative  in  the  RMP  which  are  directed 
at  the  export  of  water  from  the  Owens  Valley  by  the  Los  Angeles 
Department  of  Water  and  Power  were  written  prior  to  the  draft 
Inyo  County  -  LADWP  groundwater  agreement,  EIR  and  Green 
Book  being  published.  Your  concerns  with  this  topic  have  been 
considered  in  the  final  plan. 
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January  14,  1990 

Mr.  Michael  A.  Ferguson,  Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Bishop  Resource  Area 

787  North  Main  Street,  Suite  P 
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Re:  Bishop  RMP-DEIS 


Dear  Mr.  Ferguson, 


This  letter  represents  the  comments  of  the  California  State  Park  Rangers  Association 
relative  to  your  draft  "Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  State- 
ment." We've  requested  our  attorneys  to  submit  ccnments  separately  on  the  legal  aspects 
of  your  document.  Cur  association's  concerns  with  this  document  revolve  around  the  area 
identified  as  the  "Bodie  Hills  Management  Area,"  specifically  the  area  inclusive  of 
Bodie  State  Historic  Park  identified  as  "Bodie  Bowl."  Our  analysis  has  found  your  doc- 
ument extremely  lacking  in  protection  for  the  Bodie  area.  Rather  than  responding  on  a 
point-by-point  basis  to  your  complex  document,  we  submit  the  following  comments  as  crit- 
ical points  in  the  management  of  the  Bodie  area. 

As  you  may  know,  our  association  has  been  advocating  the  protection  of  the  natural,  cul- 
tural, and  scenic  values  of  the  land  surrounding  Bodie  State  Historic  Park.  Ihe  environ- 
ment that  the  California  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation  has  worked  to  achieve  and 
maintain  at  Bodie  S.H.P.  is  seriously  threatened  by  the  possibility  that  an  open  pit 
gold  mine  will  be  developed  and  operated  on  Bodie  Bluff,  on  private  property  immediately 
adjacent  to  the  park  boundary  and  the  Bodie  townsite.  A  huge  public  outcry  has  erupted 
from  this  threat,  with  extensive  coverage  in  the  media  (see  articles  attached).  There 
have  been  numerous  television  and  radio  stories,  in  addition  to  coverage  by  local  Cali- 
fornia and  Nevada  stations,  network  pieces  have  included:  ABC  "World  News  Tonight,"  July 
6,  1989;  NBC  "Sunday  Today,"  June  10.  1990;  and  News  Travel  Network  "Old  West  Ghost  Towns, 
June  14,  1990. 

It  is  imperative  that  any  management  actions  identified  in  your  RMP-DEIS  for  the  Bodie 
Bowl  area  be  supportive  and  consistent  with  State  Park  System  goals  for  Bodie  S.H.P. 
Indeed,  your  document  quotes   "Recreation  2000,  A  Strategic  Plan  for  California,"  that 
a  "major  objective  in  Bodie  Bowl  is  adjacent  public  land  uses  compatible  with  State  Park 
System  management  philosophy."  Your  preferred  alternative  option  for  the  area,  while  con- 
taining some  worthwhile  considerations , inadequately  protects  the  unique  values  found  in 
the  Bodie  Bowl. 

The  overall  goals  of  maintaining  the  integrity  of  Bodie  National  Historic  Landmark  and 
designation  of  the  Bodie  Bowl  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  should  be  maintained 
and  adhered  to.  Nothing  less  than  a  complete  mineral  withdrawal  in  Bodie  Bowl  is  needed 
if  the  BLM  is  to  achieve  the  above  goals.  Further,  it  is  essential  that  the  BLM  include 
the  following  steps  (previously  submitted  by  CSPRA  to  you)  in  its  management  of  the  Bodie 
Bowl  area: 


Promoting  Professionalism  in  California  State  Parks 


5-229 


California  state  park  ranqers  association 


1.  Most  importantly,  withdraw  frcm  mineral  entry  all  of  the  lands  in  the 
Bodie  Bowl; 

2.  Carefully  monitor  all  current  mineral  exploration  for  compliance  with  all 
rules  and  guidelines;  prohibit  any  additional  exploration  without  public 
notice  and  hearing; 

3.  Prepare  a  thorough  and  complete  inventory  of  the  cultural  and  natural  fea- 
tures prior  to  any  new  exploration  which  is  not  covered  by  existing  permits; 

4.  Work  with  the  National  Park  Service  to  develop  a  new  and  more  comprehensive 
boundary  for  the  National  Historic  Landmark,  a  boundary  which  will  include 
all  excavations  and  structural  ruins  related  to  historic  mining  activity,  as 
well  as  the  right-of-way  of  the  railroad  that  connected  Bodie  with  Mono  Lake; 

5.  It  is  critical  that  policy  be  established  that  where  mining  on  any  valid  claims 
cannot  be  prohibited,  to  stringently  condition  such  permits  in  such  a  manner 
that  there  will  be  (a)  absolutely  no  impairment  of  the  natural,  cultural,  or 
recreational  resource  values  now  present  in  the  Bodie  Bowl,  and  (b)  no  increase 
in  any  risk  to  public  health  and  safety; 

6.  To  immediately  apply  to  the  Departemnt  of  the  Interior  for  funding  frcm  the 
Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  for  monies  necessary  to  purchase  those  interest 
in  private  lands  in  the  Bodie  Bowl  Area  which  would  be  sufficient  to  prohibit 
mining  activity  of  any  sort.  Such  funds  could  come  from  the  BLM  national  appor- 
tionment or  frcm  the  Interior  Secretary's  discretionary  portion  of  that  fund. 
The  Bureau  should  also  seek  funding  frcm  corporate,  foundation,  and  other  pri- 
vate sources. 

The  mining  section  of  your  document  discussed  economic  impacts  of  the  four  alternative 
management  scenarios.  Figures  ranged  frcm  the  creation  of  500  jobs  and  an  increase  of  $2 
billion  to  Mono  County's  tax  base  in  the  most  "development"  oriented  alternative,  to  a 
reduction  of  the  above  figures  by  250  jobs  and  $1  billion  respectively  in  the  most  "pro- 
tective" alternatives.  Such  figures  test  the  imagination  for  credibility:  what  were  their 
sources?  Without  documentation,  such  figures  standing  alone  seriously  jeopardize  your  doc- 
ument's objectivity. 

While  discussing  economic  impacts,  it  is  worthy  to  note  that,  according  to  the  California 
Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation,  a  withdrawal  of  the  actual  5,946  acres  of  BLM  land 
in  the  Bodie  Bowl  would  amount  to  only  .299%  of  the  total  county  area  and  .328%  of  all 
publically  owned  land  in  the  county.  Bodie  State  Historic  Park,  with  an  annual  visitation 
of  over  200,000  brings  in  needed  tourist  dollars  due  to  the  authentic  setting  maintained 
to  this  date. 
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The  California  State  Park  Rangers  Association  thanks  you  for  the  opportunity  to 
ccnment  on  your  document.  If  you  have  any  questions  about  our  xnformation  or  con- 
cerns, please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  us  at  the  above  address. 

Sincerely, 


Rick  LeFlore,  Vice  President 
Atta  ■  s?nts 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  85  (California  State  Park  Rangers 
Association) 

85-1-5)  These  concerns  are  addressed  in  the  general  Bodie  response 
(p.5-5). 

85-6)      This  is  not  a  decision  to  be  made  within  the  RMP. 

85-7)      Please  see  response  54-4. 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Bishop  Resource  Area 
787  North  Main  St.,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA    93514 


January  16,  1991 


Dear  Bureau  of  Land  Management: 

The  following  are  my  comments  on  the  Draft  Bishop  Resource  Management 
Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  dated  September  1990.   I  did 
read  this  document,  focusing  on  three  of  the  northern  management  areas. 
1  found  the  document  interesting  reading,  learned  new  information  about 
the  area  ,  and  will  keep  the  draft  plan  as  a  reference  source.  Reading  it 
also  helped  me  to  get  some  insight  into  the  way  the  BLM  approaches  and 
interprets  its  guardianship  of  public  lends.  I  mostly  commented  on  areas 
where  I  recreate  and  areas  near  my  home. 

BRIDGEPORT  VALLEV  MANAGEMENT  AREA 

Travertine  Hot  Springs-Geologically  fascinating,  sacred  to  the  Paiute, 
scenic,  and  a  significant  recreation  resource,  this  area  should  have  the 
utmost  protection.  Managing  to  protect  threatened  and  endangered  species 
habitat,  even  at  the  expense  of  losing  some  recreational  use.  Also,  it  is 
disconcerting  to  be  using  the  pools  and  have  gunfire  nearby.  Designating  a 
plinking  area  somewhere  else  and  prohibiting  shooting  in  this  ACEC  would 
be  a  good  safety  move.  I  support  alternative  3:  Natural  Resource 
Enhancement. 

Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers-Green  Creek,  Virginia  and  Dog  Creek  are  being 
considered  for  this  status,  portions  thereof.   In  general,  these  portions 
are  scenic,  home  to  trout,  and  greatly  enhance  the  summer  campers 
wilderness  experience.   Privated  lands  could  be  purchased  in  the  river 
corridor,  to  increase  the  miles  of  streams  protected. 

BODIE  HILLS  MANAGEMENT  AREA-I  favor  alternative  3 

Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers-I  am  pleased  to  see  portions  of  these  creeks 
included.   Biological  diversity  will  be  enhanced  ,  especially  with  the 
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reintroduction  of  Lahoriton  cutthroat  trout  (listed  species-threatened 
status)  into  these  rivers. 

Copper  Mountain  ACEC-Alternative  3  includes  Copper  Mountain  as  an 
ACEC.   I  favor  this  as  visually.  Copper  Mountain  stands  out  clearly  in  the 
Eastern  Sierran  landscape,  especially  for  those  visiting  the  Mono  Basin 
National  Forest  Scenic  Area.  It  is  a  dramatic  backdrop  for  the  western 
wall  of  the  Mono  Basin.  Because  of  its  inaccessibility  for  the  average 
hiker  and  driver  and  its  close  proximity  to  Vosemite  National  Park,  it  is 
by  geography,  valuable  wildlife  habitat.  There  is  mixed  flora,  ranging 
from  shrubbery  for  mule  deer  to  hide  in,  to  open  areas  for  raptors  to  hunt 
in.  Alternative  three  would  protect  the  natural  resources  of  Copper 
Mountain  by  designating  it  an  ACEC,"  in  hopes  of  protecting  habitat  for 
mule  deer,  mountain  beaver  and  other  species  of  concern."  (pg.  64)  It 
would  also  prohibit  livestock  grazing  on  the  Copper  Mountain  allotment,  in 
order  to  enhance  wildlife  habitat. 

Bodie/Galactic  Dpen  Pit  Mine-I  recommend  that  BLM,  withdraw  all  of 
its  lands  adjacent  to  Bodie  State  Park  from  mineral  development. 

1.  The  mining  operation  will  be  a  major  disturbance  affecting  the 
experience  of  park  visitors 

a.  Earth  moving  trucks  (many  times  the  size  of  a  passenger  vehicle), 
roaring  around  the  bluff  area  creating  noise,  dust  and  possible  ground 
shaking. 

b.  Even  if  the  pit  is  20  acres  in  size,  this  is  an  incredibly  massive  hole 
in  the  ground,  severely  affecting  the  visual  resource  of  Bodie  State  Park. 

c.  Erosion  problems. 

d.  The  bluff  is  the  backdrop  for  those  experiencing  Bodie  and 
photographing  it.  With  the  mining  operation  there  will  be  loud,  clanky 
modern  mining  machinery  and  scarred  hillside  affecting  the  visual 
resource. 

2.  Wildlife  Impacts 

a.  Cyanide  heap  leaching  ponds  will  be  used.  These  ponds  will  attract 
birds  and  cyanide  is  a  deadly  toxin  for  these  mobile  creatures.  "Because 
Bodie  is  situated  only  ten  miles  from  Mono  Lake,  a  principal  stopover 
along  the  Pacific  Flyway,  some  wildlife  experts  fear  that  migrating  birds 
could  be  poisoned  at  the  leachate  ponds"  (Sierra,  January/February  1991, 
pg  138) 

b.  Mono  Lake  is  the  second  largest  rookery  for  California  Gulls.  They 
do  range  to  Bodie  and  will  be  attracted  to  the  ponds.  The  ponds  will  have 
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to  be  covered  carefully  and  thoroughly  with  protective  netting. 
Grazing  in  the  Bodie  Hills- 
Alternative  3  cuts  back  on  grazing  allotments  .  This  is  the  best 
alternative  for  wildlife  enhancement. 

1.  Cutting  back  on  grazing  allotments  will  improve  habitat  for  wildlife. 

2.  Riparian  areas  would  be  better  habitat  for  native  fish  populations, 
offering  improved  recreation  opportunities  for  people  who  fish. 

3.  Improvement  of  the  Pronghorn  Antelope  habitat.  Vour  document  states 
on  page  127,  "Good  quality  habitat  is  limited  to  areas  near  perennial  water 
sources  that  produce  wetland/marsh  type  vegetation  important  to 
lactating  females  with  fawns. " 

4.  Aspen  Communities-On  page  132,  you  state  , "  the -primary  damage  to 
aspens  groves  is  the  loss  of  most  understory  vegetation  from  livestock 
grazing." 

5.  Sage  grouse  would  benefit  with  less  grazing  in  the  Bodie  Hills. 

Sage  Grouse-These  turkey-sized  birds  will  receive  more  protection 
under  alternative  3.   Where  possible  their  wintering  grounds,  leks  and 
nesting  areas  should  be  protected  from  overgrazing  by  cows  and  sheep.  The 
riparian  areas  that  grouse  use  should  be  fenced  off  from  sheep  and  cows 
somehow.  Lek  areas  should  be  signed  for  no  off-road  vehicle  use.  On  page 
189,  alternative  3  states,  "Sage  grouse  populations  would  increase  15% 
through  improvement  in  key  habitat  quality  despite  impacts  from 
locatable  minerals  and  livestock  grazing."   I  support  this  alternative  3,  as 
it  offers  the  most  improvement  in  sage  grouse  population  numbers. 
Hopefully,  BLM  could  set  a  good  example  for  private  landholders  to  follow 
in  its  protection  of  the  sage  grouse.   With  this  type  of  cooperation  the 
sage  grouse  could  benefit  manyfold. 

GRANITE  MOUNTAIN  MA-Alternative  3  addresses  my  concerns. 

1.   Land  disposal  adjacent  to  and  north  of  Mono  City. 

a.  This  area  provides  a  visual  resource  for  those  driving  on  Hwy  395, 

in  the  Mono  Basin.  Building  a  sub-division  on  these  80  acres  would  cause  a 
visual  blight  very  close  to  the  Mono  Basin  Scenic  Area. 

b.  These  80  acres  act  as  a  greenbelt  between  Mono  City  and  HWv  167. 
If  Conway  Ranch  is  built,  this  green  belt  will  be  very  important. 

c.  With  the  probable  development  of  Conway  Ranch  ,  the  Mono  Lake 
mule  deer  population  will  be  losing  many  acres  of  their  wintering  grounds 
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and  migration  corridores.  The  lands  north  of  Mono  City  ere  used  by  deer 
for  movement  east  and  west.  Bucks  rest  in  the  sagebrush  cover  here 

d.  Sage  grouse  winter  on  these  lends  also,  as  well  as  the  lands  north-- 
of  Hwy  167  end  Conwey  Ranch  properties. 

e.  I  have  also  seen  pronghorn  antelope  100  yards  from  these  80  ecres. 
Two  were  seen  in  the  summer  of  1986. 


Grazing-The  sheep  that  graze  north  of  Mono  City  also  trample  the  tufa  in 
this  area.  These  tufa  (calcium  carbonate)  towers  were  formed  during  the 
last  ice  age,  when  Mono  Lake  was  at  or  near  its  high  stand  of  7200  feet 
above  sea  level,  approximately  12,000  years  ago.  As  there  is tufa 
-throughout  this  BLM  grezTng~elTatmerit;it  wouldbe  difficult  to  fence  It.  To 
protect  it,  I  would  recommend  the  eventual  phasing  out  of  grazing  on 
these  80  acres. 

Mono  Basin  National  Forest  Scenic  Area-Since  the  Forest  Service  is 
planning  on  phasing  out  all  grazing  in  the  Scenic  Area  (pg201),  it  follows 
that  BLM  could  consider  a  similiar  phasing  out  on  lands  bordering  the 
Scenic  Area.  This  would  serve  to  protect  the  Scenic  area  from  inevitable 
allotment  trespass  and  help  to  create  a  buffer  zone  around  the  Scenic  Area 
to  enhance  scenic  values,  wildlife  habitat,  and  wildlife. 

GRANITE  MOUNTAIN  MANAGEMENT  AREA 

Viewshed-Many  who  visitors  Bodie,  take  the  paved  road  in  and  leave  on 
the  10  miles  of  dirt  road,  heading  south  toward  Mono  Lake."    Mono  Lake 
slowly  unfolds,  the  White  Mountains  behind  and  Cowtract  in  between.-The 
Granite  Mountain  Management  area  is  extremely  Important  as  a  visual- 
backdrop  north,  east  end  southeast  of  Mono  Lake.  Granite  Peak  can  be  seen 
from  the  town  of  Lee  Vining  and  the  new  Forest  Mono  Lake  Visitor  Center, 
overlooking  Mono  Lake. 

Recreation-I  quote  Alternative  3,  on  page  180,"Under  this  alternative. 
Bureau  lends  would  attract  more  primary  destination  users  than  In 
Alternatives  1  and  2.  They  would  also  receive  spillover  use. from  expected- 

visitor  increases  on  nearby  USFS  lands The  Bureau  would"  play  6" 

greater  role  in  regionwide  recreation  management."  I  think  this 
Alternative  most  eptly  represents  an  accurate  picture  of  the  trends  for 
the  Mono  Basin  National  Forest  Scenic  Area  end  the  BLM  lends  bordering 
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them.  The  Mono  Basins  visitation  is  nearing  200,000  per  year  and  is  sure 
to  rise,  because  of  its  close  proximity  to  Yosemite  National  Park  (one  of 
the   five  most  visited  National  Parks  in  the  U.S.)  and  the  San  Francisco  bay 
area.  Therefore,  regardless  of  which  alternative  is  followed  visitation 
will  be  on  the  rise  and  needs  to  be  addressed. 

1.  Visual  Resource  Management-Alternative  3  best  addresses  the  trends. 

a.  vehicle  use  limited-no  off-road  vehicle  use.   East  of  Mono  Lake,  there 
are  massive  mounds  of  ice-age  tufa  with  ancient  lake-bed  sediments 
exposed,  very  susceptable  to  off-road  vehicle  damage.  The  Sierra  Safari 
are  on  a  route  system  ,  I  presume  they  stay  on  the  route. 

b.  Restrict  mineral  development  with  a  one  mile  buffer  around  the  Mono 
Basin  National  Forest  Scenic  Area. 

c.  Acquire  scenic  easements  in  the  Cedar  Hills  and  Mono  Basin  areas. 

2.  Wildlife  habitat  Improvement 

a.  Yearlong  protection  of  Jeffrey  Pine  at  Dry  Creek 

b.  Protect  from  grazing  in  Larkin  Lake  area  to  encourage  waterfowl 
nesting  and  use. 

d.  "Inventory  sage  grouse  wintering  areas  and  strutting  grounds."  pg  68. 

e.  "Protect  and  enhance  raptor  nesting  and  roosting  sites  in  the  Dry 
Creek  and  Granite  Mountain  areas."   pg  68.  I  believe  Pr.airie  Falcons  use 
this  area,  nesting  on  USFS.  nearby  in  Wet  Canyon. 

f.  Protect  Adobe  Valley  from  overgrazing  and  manage  DPC's  for 
wetlands  and  waterfowl  habitat 
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EAST-WEST  TRANSMISSION  LINE  CORRIDOR  ALTERNATIVES 

I  am  in  favor  of  Alternative  3,  because  it  will  mean  no  action.  No  east- 
west  corridor  would  be  designated  as  a  transmission  line  corridor.  These 
lines  make  roads  through  otherwise  roadless  areas,  they  disturb  the  plant 
life  and  animal  life,  and  they  are  unsightly.   All  well-lit  cities  need  to 
take  an  environmental  approach  to  electricity,  and  not  be  so  consumptive. 
Los  Angeles  seems  to  be  bright  enough  already. 

WILDERNESS  STUDY  AREAS 

I  think  it  would  serve  the  public  best,  if  these  areas  are  treated  as 
Wilderness  Areas  until  Congress  decides  which  or  if  all   will  be  made  into 
BLM  Wilderness 


BODIE  MANAGEMENT  AREA 

Rattlesnake  Gulch-lf  Conway  Ranch  gets  developed,  it  is  conceivable 
that  there  will  be  a  lot  of  use  of  Rattlesnake  Gulch  as  a  recreation  area. 
Motorized  travel  should  stay  on  roads  in  the  Gulch  area.  Even  though  this 
area  shows  the  scars  of  mining,  it  still  retains  much  value  .   It  is 
remincent  of  the  Alabama  Hills.   It  is  an  important  part  of  the  viewshed 
for  Hwy  395,  south  from  the  Conway  Summit  Mono  Lake  Caltrans  Overlook. 
It  has  historical  value  as  being  the  place  of  Mono  County's  first  gold 
strike.   "In  1859  miners  founded  Monoville,  Mono's  first  town." 
(Mono  Lake  Guidebook.  David  Gaines,  Kutsavi  Press,  Lee  Vining, I981,pg  4) 

Thank  you  for  giving  me  the  opportunity  to  put  my  responses  to  the  RMP 
Draft  on  paper  for  you. 


Sincerely, 


dJ^J. 


\S 


tibyP^ 
P.O.Box  33 
Lee  Vining,  CA   9354dl 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  86  (Debby  Parker) 

86-1)      Thank  you  for  your  comments.    They  have  been  noted  and 
considered  for  the  final  RMP. 


86-2) 
86-3) 

86-4) 
86-5) 


86-6) 

86-7) 
86-8) 


86-9) 


Please  see  response  69-7. 

Thank  you  for  your  comments.  They  have  been  noted  and 
considered  for  the  final  RMP. 

The  final  RMP  includes  a  proposed  mineral  withdrawal  within  the 
Bodie  Bowl.  See  Chapter  2  (p.  2-22)  and  the  general  Bodie 
response  (p.  5-5). 

Alternative  3  for  the  Bodie  Hills  MA  would  have  a  significant 
negative  impact  to  livestock  grazing  and  would  enhance  wildlife 
habitat.  The  Preferred  Alternative  (4)  will  also  enhance  wildlife 
habitat  but  will  be  less  impacting  to  grazing.  In  the  Bodie  Hills, 
there  is  a  need  to  improve  livestock  distribution.  Changes  in 
distribution  will  improve  riparian  areas  and  critical  wildlife  habitat. 

We  appreciate  your  concern  for  improved  management  of  sage 
grouse  habitat  in  the  Bodie  Hills  management  area.  Your 
comment  has  been  considered  in  the  final  plan. 

See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals  (p.5-9). 

Thank  you  for  your  information.  The  BLM  is  not  aware  of 
significant  sheep  grazing  impacts  to  tufa  towers;  we  will  assess 
this  area  for  such  impacts.  Although  sheep  do  graze  around  the 
remnants  of  old  towers,  natural  weathering  may  be  a  more 
significant  factor  in  their  destruction. 


Thank  you  for  your  comments, 
considered. 


They  have  been  noted  and 
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86-12) 


86-13) 


86-14) 


86-15) 


The  Projections  of  Future  Development  and  Use  indicate  that  all 
the  alternatives  will  experience  some  spillover  use  which  would 
increase  recreation  activity  on  public  land.  It  is  assumed  that  the 
Bureau's  proactive  program  management  under  Alternatives  3 
and  4  would  lead  to  higher  increases  because  public  land 
features  would  attract  more  primary  destination  visitors. 

The  final  RMP  prescribes  that  all  vehicle  use  be  limited  to 
designated  roads  and  trails.  This  includes  all  special  recreation 
events,  which  are  monitored  closely.  Your  comment  regarding 
the  one  mile  buffer  has  been  noted  and  considered  for  our  final 
RMP.  The  final  RMP  proposes  acquisition  of  scenic  easements 
or  private  lands  in  the  Mono  Basin  area. 

We  appreciate  your  concern  for  improvement  of  wildlife  habitat. 
Your  comments  have  been  considered  in  the  final  plan. 

The  corridor  decision  has  been  changed;  please  see  Chapter  2 
(p.2-47)  for  the  revised  decision  and  rationale.  Also  see  the 
general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.5-16). 

Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 


Thank  you  for  your  comments, 
considered. 


They  have  been  noted  and 
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Mr.  Michael  Ferguson 
Area  Manager 
Bishop  Resource  Area 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
787  North  Main  Street,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA  93514 

RE:      Comments   on   the   Draft   Bishop   Resource   Management   Plan   and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DRMP) 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  above 
referenced  DRMP;  however,  it  is  difficult  to  make  specific  comments  on  the 
document  due  to  the  vague  manner  in  which  proposed  management  of  mineral 
resources  is  presented.  Throughout  the  DRMP  it  is  clear  that  public  recreation 
opportunities  will  be  enhanced  on  lands  with  existing  valid  mining  claims.  It  is 
unclear  as  to  what  effect  this  management  emphasis  on  enhanced  recreation  will 
have  on  the  potential  to  develop  mineral  resources. 

Certain  statements  in  the  DRMP  indicate  that  a  percent  of  the  mineral  deposits 
in  the  Resource  Area  are  currently  economic  to  develop.  Other  conclusions 
indicate  that  some  percent  of  these  same  deposits  will  be  made  uneconomic  when 
environmental  constraints  are  imposed  by  selecting  one  or  another  of  the 
Alternatives  (pages  92-113  and  197-198).  With  no  public  input,  restricting  mineral 
development  by:  1)  an  unspecified  amount,  2)  in  unspecified  ways,  and  3)  in 
unspecified  areas  violates  requirements  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act  (NEPA).  NEPA  is  specific  in  requiring  Environmental  Impact  Statements  to 
provide  adequate  information,  supported  by  evidence,  to  allow  the  public  to  make 
informed  decisions.  The  public  can  make  no  decisions  concerning  the  validity  of 
restrictions  on  mineral  development  with  the  amount  of  information  provided  in 
the  DRMP.  More  information  on  what  restrictions  will  be  placed  on  which 
mining  claims  must  be  provided  for  each  of  the  Alternatives  such  that  our 
members  can  determine  if  their  particular  mining  claims  will  remain  valuable. 

Imposition  of  any  of  the  proposed  actions  in  the  DRMP,  such  as  establishing 
VRM  I  requirements,  that  have  the  potential  to  preclude  development  of 
unpatented  mining  claims  has  the  potential  to  constitute  a  taking  of  private 
property  rights  under  "Executive  Order  12630".  Therefore,  before  the  DRMP  can 
be  finalized,  the  BLM  must  comply  with  that  Executive  Order  and  the  "Attorney 
General's  Guidelines  for  the  Evaluation  of  Risk  and  Avoidance  of  Unanticipated 
Takings".  Until  the  economic  impacts  of  restricting  mineral  development  are 
determined  on  a  case-by-case  basis,  the  DRMP  cannot  be  finalized. 
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Michael  Ferguson 
Page  2 


Considering  the  above  mentioned  faults  and  shortcomings  of  this  DRMP,  the  Mono  County 
Mining  Committee  (MCMC)  hereby  protests  the  document  as  presented.  Further,  the 
MCMC  requests  that  another  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  be  published  with  sufficient  information  for  the  public  to  make  informed 
decisions  on  mineral  management  in  the  Bishop  Resource  Area. 


oJ 


W.  Jack  Clark,  Chairman 
Mono  County  Mining  Committee 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  87  (Mono  County  Mining  Committee) 

87-1,2,4)    See  general  response  for  minerals,  which  addresses  your 
concerns. 

87-3)  Establishing  management  goals  does  not  constitute  a  "taking." 
If  we  received  a  proposal,  a  taking  assessment  would  be  made 
at  that  time. 
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County  CouamI 


OFFICE  OF  THE  COUNTY  COUNSEL 
MONO  COUNTY 

COUKIHOUSE  ANNEX  U 

BRIDGEPORT  CALIFORNIA     3517 

TELEPHONE:  (619)  932-7911 

FAX:  (619)  932-7145 

MAILING  ADDRESS:  POST  OFFICE  BOX  497 


SENT  VIA  FAX  872-2894 


January  17,  1991 


Mike  Ferguson 

Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

787  North  Main  Street,  Suite  P 

Bishop,  CA  93514 

Re:   Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  --  Comments  of  Mono  County 

Dear  Mike: 

Enclosed  is  a  copy  of  the  Resolution  of  the  Mono  County  Board  of 
Supervisors  regarding  the  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement.  Scott  Burns,  the  Mono  County 
Planning  Director  has  forwarded  to  you  further  comments  of  Mono 
County. 

This  Resolution  is  the  exact  Resolution  adopted  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors.  We  will  provide  you  with  a  fully  executed  copy 
after  it  has  been  signed  by  the  Chairman. 

We  look  forward  to  working  with  you  as  the  plan  reaches  its  final 
adoption  stages. 

Yours  very  truly. 


JAMES  S.  REED, 
County  Counsel 

JSR:shs 

Encl. 

cc:   Board  of  Supervisors 
Scott  Burns 


88-/ 


RESOLUTION  NO. . 


bom  d  or  tumvMom.  county  or  mono 


A  RESOLUTION  OP  THE 
MONO  COUNTY  BOARD  OP  SUPERVISORS 

CONCERNING  THE  DRAFT 
BISHOP  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 
OF  THE  BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 


WHEREAS,  a  very  substantial  portion  of  tha  lands  of  Mono 
County  are  in  federal  ottnorship  and  under  tha  stewardship  of  the 
United  States  Departsent  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
■ent  ["BLH"];  and, 

WHEREAS,  sany  people  utilizing  lands  in  Mono  County  have 
rights  in  BLH  lands  and  rely  upon  BLH  lands  for  their  liveli- 
hood; and 

WHEREAS,  there  Is  very  little  private  land  or  land  other- 
wise under  the  jurisdiction  of  Mono  County  which  can  be  utilized 
for  econosic  development  in  a  Banner  consistent  with  Mono  County 
planning  policies;  and, 

WHEREAS,  the  BLH  has  compiled  a  draft  "Bishop  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement"  dated  Sep- 
tember 1990  ("the  draft  Plan"),  which  sets  forth  preferred 
alternatives  and  policies  for  BLH  lands  within  Mono  County;  and, 

WHEREAS,  the  implementation  of  the  final  Plan  and  its 
policies  will  significantly  affect  the  lives,  future  and  econos- 
ic well-being  of  the  citizens  of  Mono  County;  and, 

WHEREAS,  consistent  with  the  protection  of  environmental, 
cultural  and  open-space  resources,  the  Plan  provides  for  multi- 
ple uses  of  BLH  lands  within  Mono  County,  including  agricultural 
and  recreational  uses  and  ninaral  production;  and, 

WHEREAS,  where  a  potential  use-  promises  significant  eco- 
nomic benefits  to  Mono  County  and  its  citizens,  the  final  Plan 
should  take  care  to  recognize  that  use  and  develop  environmental 
policies  which  are  consistent  with  such  use,  with  Mono  County 
planning  policies  and  with  tha  protection  of  environmental 
va 1 ues . 

NOW  THEREFORE  BE  IT  RESOLVED  AS  FOLLOWS: 

1.  That  agriculture  and  recreation  and  mineral  produc- 
tion on  federal  lands  are  land  uses  which  historically  have 
provided  and  should  continue  to  provide  a  stable  and  diverse 
econosic  benefits  to  Mono  County  and  are  essential  for  the  well- 
being  of  its  citizens,  as  well  as  citizens  of  the  state  and 
country. 

2.  That  the  curtailment  of  multiple  uses  on  lands  under 
BLM  stewardship  in  Mono  County,  or  unfounded  or  unnecessary 
restrictions  on  the  reasonable  development  of  such  uses,  may 
adversely  affect  the  economy  of  the  County. 
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3.    Based  on  public  testimony,  the  draft  Plan  May   include 
statements  concerning   agricultural   and  mineral   production. 

2 

along  with  proposed  implementing  policies,  which  have  no  basis 

in  the  record  in  terns  of  specific  environmental  effects,   and 

3 

which  together  have  the  potential  for  causing  severe  adverse 

effects  to  the  econosy  of  Mono  County. 

4 

4.    That   these  issues  have  been  communicated   to  various 

5 

members   of  ths  Board  of  Supervisors  by  persons  who  state  that 

they  will  be  seriously  and  adversely  affected  if  the  draft  Plan 

6 

and  implementing  policies  are  adopted  as  presently  written. 

7 

5.    That  based  on  such  testimony,  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
is  concerned  that  the  isplementing  policies  sst  forth   in   ths 

a 

draft  Plan  nay  not  allow  for  the  appropriate  balance  of  uses  on 
lands  under  BLM  stewardship  and,  therefore,  say  be  incompatible 

9 

with   the  policies  and  goals  of  land  use  planning  and  economic 
development  in  Kono  County  and  the  desires  of  its  citizenry. 

10 

6.   That  the  Board  of  Supervisors  is  concerned  that  the 

11 

viewpoints  of  the  local  citizenry  on  a  major  issue  such  as  the 
Plan  be  fully  considered  by  the  BLM  and  that  the  draft  Plan  be 

12 

modified  to  remove  incorrect  statements  and  otherwise  document 
the  evidence  upon  which  the  ACEC  policy  statements  are  based. 

13 

7.   That  the  Board  of  Supervisors  pledges  its  assistance 

14 

to  both  the  BLM  and  the  aforesaid  concerned  citizens  in  resolv- 
ing these  issues  and  assisting  the  BLM  in  coordinating  its 

15 

planning  with  the  land  use  planning  goals  of  Mono  County. 

16 

8.    That   the  Board  of  Supervisors   respectfully  requests 
that   the  BLM,  the  citizens  and  appropriate  representatives  of 

17 

the  County,  seat  forthwith  for  as  long  as  is  necessary  to  ra 
solve  the  issues  raised  herein  in  a  satisfactory  manner. 

18 

PASSED  AND  ADOPTED  this         day  of                  1991 

19 

by  the  following  vote: 

20 

m 

NOES 

21 

ABSTAIN 
ABSENT 

\jfev— 'o 

22 

: 

23 

24 

ATTEST: 

Nancy  H< 

■lis              DAN  PARANICK 

M 

Cleric  of  the  Board      CHAIRMAN 

..-.   "■■'.■:'  '  '■■'■'.■  ■:■:■■:.  ■ 

25 

BOARD  07  SUPERVISORS 

26 

APPROVED  AS  TO  FORM: 
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RESPONSE   TO   COMMENT   LETTER   88   (Mono   County   Board   of 
Supervisors  -  Resolution) 

88-1)  Your  resolution  has  been  considered.  We  have  made  every 
effort  to  incorporate  public  opinion  in  the  formulation  of  the  final 
decisions.  While  individual  specific  locations  may  not  be 
managed  to  accommodate  all  potential  activities  (i.e.  Bodie),  our 
muttiple-use  mandate  has  been  followed  in  the  resource  area  as 
a  whole  (as  an  example,  97%  of  the  resource  area  is  open  to 
mineral  development). 

The  minerals  and  grazing  portions  of  the  RMP  have  been 
rewritten  to  clarify  some  inconsistencies  in  the  draft.  Your 
concerns  have  been  addressed  in  the  general  Bodie  response 
(p.5-5),  the  general  Grazing  response  (p.5-1 1),  and  in  responses 
to  letter  55. 
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BISHOP  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 
Mite  Ferguson,  Area  M  imager 
Bureau  of  Land  Mangement 
Bishop,  Calif. 

Dear  Mite  Ferguson: 

-am  very  concerned  that  your  management  plan  for  the  Bishop/Eastern 
Sierra,  does  not  address  all  the  problems  and  aspects  of  the  area  as 
ooopaately  as  it  might,  please  weight  as  wxsh/L   as  possible  the  fol^ow- 
inng  points* 

No  East-west  powerllne  corridor  is  necessary,  especially  in#  in  the 
vaidemess  Study  jreas/soldier  Canyon  area.  Alternative  roufcs  outside 
the  Bishop  Resource  area  a-a  availavle. 

proposed  wilderneus  acreage  is  inadeqUBte  with  only  27,420  wilderness 
•ores  in  the  South  Inyos.  More  should  be  in  the  South  Inyos,  plus  in 
other  places  such  re  the  GTKnite  Mtn.  w*|S,  Bodie  Hills  and  Voloanic 

Tableland. 

Why  only  minor  changes  in  gracing  practices?  Much  of  the  territory  is 
badly  overgrased  and  has  been  for  years.  Streams  and  marshes  are  es- 
pecially vulnerable  to  gracing  pressure  and  should  be  excluded  from 
gracing. 

■Non-game"  species  •  well  as  the  targets  of  hunters  should  be  protected 
and  manggsd.  WhafSfc  you've  done  so  far  in  this  respect  is  great,  but 
■oars  species  should  be  included. 

No  "watershed  withdrawals".  Keep  the  existing  ones,  but  no  witional 
ones. 

i  upporrt  mineral  location  withdrawals  for  the  entire  south  Inyo* 
Management  Area  »nd  the  the  entire  Bodie  Hills  M  aragement  Area  to  pre- 
vent more  speculative  ml n1 ng  the$will  soar  the  land  and  pollute  the  water. 

No  trail  is  necessary  in  the  Slinkard  V«Uey  ACEJiC.  Most  visitioqpf 
would  prefer  a  prmimitive  experience  and'not  neefl  a  trail. 

iff  Let  Fires  burnt  lellowstcne^had  tjfaught  us  that  fire  suppression 
is  really  unnessary,  Bulldocers  and  fire-breaking  do  more  damage^  than 
natural  fires. 

I  would  also  like  to  Bee  wild  River  status  for  Rough  Creek  in  the  Bodie 
Hills,  mining  location  withdrawals  along  Pat  Keyes  Trail,  a  Bighron  sheep 
herd  lnjf  the  Inyos,  access  rightof-way  for  existing  Inyo  Mt.  trails, 
and  the  establishment  of  an  myo%  Bristleoone  pine  Brotective  Area. 

I  greatly  appreciate  your  attention  to  these  condoms  and  the  opportunity 
I  have  for  expending  these  concents,  TJank  you  very  much. 


Sincerely  yours, 


ALAN  L  WHIT' 
p  fl  BOX  59  6 
SAN    CLEMENT.. 


■OSU 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  89  (Alan  L.  White) 

89-1)      See  Appendix  8  of  the  draft  RMP  and  the  Need  Analysis  section 
of  the  general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.5-16). 

89-2)      Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 

89-3)      Please  see  the  "Grazing"  general  response  (p.5-11). 

89-4)      We  appreciate  your  concern  for  the  management  of  non-game 
species.  Your  comment  has  been  considered  in  the  final  plan. 

89-5)      See  general  response  for  watershed  withdrawals  (p.5-8). 

89-6)      Thank  you  for  your  comments.    They  have  been  noted  and 
considered  for  our  final  RMP. 

89-7)      Please  see  response  79-7. 

89-8)      Please  refer  to  response  45-2. 

89-9)      Thank  you  for  your  comments.    They  have  been  noted  and 
considered. 
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Reply  to:   1950 

Date:   January  17,  1991 


Hike  Ferguson 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Bishop  Resource  Area 

787  N.  Main  Street,  Suite  P 

Bishop,  California  93514 

Dear  Mike: 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  respond  to  your  Draft  Bishop  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement.   We  are  responding  only  with 
reference  to  the  impacts  of  your  Plan  on  National  Forest  System  lands. 


With  reference  to  the  Mono  Basin  Scenic  Area: 

As  approximately  half  of  the  Scenic  Area  is  bordered  by  Bureau  land,  the 
management  of  these  lands  has  a  definite  impact  on  the  visual  quality  of 
the  Scenic  Area.  We  appreciate  the  efforts  that  were  made  in  the  RMP  to 
have  management  of  these  adjacent  lands  compatible  with  the  special 
management  needs  of  the  Scenic  Area.   Overall  we  feel  that  great 
sensitivity  to  the  Scenic  Area  was  shown. 

We  support  the  proposed  expanded  role  of  BLM  in  regionwide  recreation 
management,  and  feel  that  the  proactive  management  emphasis  which  is 
intended  to  attract  more  destination  visitors  and  receive  more  Inyo 
National  Forest  spillover,  is  definitely  a  step  in  the  right  direction. 

We  also  support  the  increased  emphasis  on  environmental  education, 
interpretation  and  the  development  of  an  environmental  education  center  in 
Bishop.  We  support,  and  would  like  to  work  cooperatively  with  you  on  the 
development  of  interpretive  plans,  particularly  in  the  Mono  Basin  and  Bodie 
travel  corridors .   Increased  cooperative  recreation  management  in  the 
Eastern  Sierra  will  help  both  agencies  to  better  serve  the  public. 

We  support  any  and  all  efforts  to  enhance  wildlife  habitat,  especially  for 
sage  grouse,  mule  deer  and  pronghorn.  We  would  like  to  work  with  you  and 
private  landowners  at  Conway  Ranch  to  retain  and  enhance  the  current 
fishery  and  wildlife  habitat  along  Wilson  Creek  in  the  Mono  Basin. 

As  noted  in  the  RMP,  the  phasing  out  of  grazing  in  the  Scenic  Area  will 
have  an  impact  on  current  permittees  whose  allotments  are  on  both  Bureau 
and  Scenic  Area  lands .  The  Scenic  Area  Comprehensive  Management  Plan 
identifies  the  need  for  all  affected  agencies,  private  landowners,  and 
permittees  to  work  together  to  identify  long-term  range  management  concerns 
and  needs  within  the  Scenic  Area.   Eventually  allotment  boundaries  will 
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have  to  be  modified  to  eliminate  those  portions  within  the  Scenic  Area.   In 
light  of  recent  court  orders  restoring  some  dewatered  streams  in  the  Mono 
Basin  to  pre-diversion  conditions,  LADWP  must  look  at  modifying  some  of  its 
grazing  leases.  This  could  have  further  impacts  to  permittees,  and  further 
points  out  the  need  for  some  type  of  coordinated  resource  management 
planning  for  grazing  in  the  Mono  Basin.  We  look  forward  to  working  with 
you  in  some  such  effort. 

We  greatly  support  any  and  all  actions  designed  to  eliminate  visual  impacts 
in  the  Mono  Basin.  We  consider  protection  of  the  viewshed  around  the  Scenic 
Area  to  be  of  highest  importance.  We  support  the  concept  of  acquiring 
private  lands  or  scenic  easements  where  private  development  would  degrade 
scenery  or  violate  VRM  objectives. 

We  support  and  would  cooperate  in  all  efforts  to  designate  U.S.  395  and 
Highway  120  East  as  Scenic  Byways. 

Under  Alternative  3  it  is  stated  that,  "Yearlong  protection  within  1  mile 
of  the  Mono  Basin  National  Forest  Scenic  Area  to  protect  the  viewshed," 
would  be  provided.  It  is  unclear  to  us  what  this  means.  With  some 
clarification,  this  might  be  something  we  would  want  to  see  included  in  the 
selected  alternative.  The  RMP  states  that  restrictions  proposed  in 
Alternative  3  to  protect  Mono  Basin  scenery  were  not  included  in  the 
preferred  alternative  because  "the  VRM  II  classification  will  adequately 
protect  the  visual  resources  near  Mono  Lake."  This  is  of  concern  to  us. 
First  we  are  somewhat  unclear  on  the  absolute  strength  of  VRMs  to  provide 
long-term  protection.  Are  they  not  really  easy  to  amend?  Secondly,  we  do 
not  believe  that  surface  occupancy  is  mitigatable  in  this  area. 

We  are  unclear  on  the  character  and  potential  for  geothermal  development  in 
the  Mono  Basin  and  the  Granite  Mountain  MA.   Statements  throughout  the  RMP 
seem  at  times  to  be  contradictory.   We  have  definite  concerns  regarding 
geothermal  development  within  the  viewshed  of  the  Scenic  Area. 

Toward  the  goal  of  making  management  of  adjacent  lands  compatible,  we  would 
encourage  you  to  look  at  placing  restrictions  on  geothermal  and  salable 
mineral  development  and  rights  of  way,  to  maximize  the  protection  of  Mono 
Basin  scenery  and  to  provide  the  same  level  of  recreation  experience  for 
visitors  to  the  Mono  Basin. 

Besides  our  concerns  for  the  protection  of  the  Scenic  Area  viewshed,  one 
goal  of  the  Scenic  Area  Comprehensive  Management  Plan  (after  much  public 
involvement)  was  to  leave  the  east  side  of  Mono  Lake  in  as  much  an 
"untouched  state"  as  possible.   The  public  desire  for  recreation 
opportunities  for  solitude  and  exploration  in  the  Mono  Basin  came  through 
very  clearly.  We  decided  to  leave  it  as  is,  and  applied  the  "limited 
development"  prescription  to  virtually  the  whole  east  side.  We  are  unsure 
if  VRM  Class  II  would  provide  the  same  level  of  protection. 

Lastly,  and  probably  of  the  most  concern  to  us  of  all,  is  the  proposal  for 
the  revocation  of  all  watershed  withdrawals.  To  the  extent  that  the 
withdrawals  reserved  water  in  lakes  or  tributaries  we  feel  that  it  could  be 
very  detrimental  to  revoke  them.  If  any  of  the  withdrawals  are  adjacent  to 
Mono  Lake,  they  are  of  great  value  to  us  in  our  assertion  of 
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riparian/littoral  water  rights.  It  is  the  assertion  of  these  rights  that  we 
may  have  to  rely  on  to  achieve  maintenance  of  Mono  Lake  within  the  range 
identified  in  our  Management  Plan. 

2.  With  reference  to  the  Forest's  Land  Management  Plan 

Our  only  concern  is  the  reference  to  meeting  the  objectives  of  CDF&G  herd 
plans.  Those  plans  were  mistakenly  "incorporated  into  the  Plan  without 
revision"  (Plan,  p.  298) .  They  should  have  been  listed  as  "incorporated 
with  direction  to  revise  or  update"  as  we  have  discovered  that  many  are 
out-of-date.   We  will  amend  the  Plan  to  change  that  designation  and  we  will 
not  be  talking  to  "meeting  herd  plan  objectives"  until  it  is  deternined 
that  those  objectives  are  appropriately  current. 

3.  With  reference  to  the  Owen's  Valley  and  South  Inyo  Management  Areas 

Alternative  4  recommends  both  Independence  and  George  Creeks  for  further 
study  in  regards  to  their  Wild  and  Scenic  River  qualities.   Both  of  these 
creeks  have  substantial  length  on  the  Forest.   Because  of  the  activities 
for  Bighorn  Sheep  habitat  improvement  and  its  loctation  in  the  John  Huir 
Wilderness  and  California  Bighorn  Sheep  Zoological  Area,  we  do  not 
recommend  George  Creek  for  further  study  as  a  Wild  and  Scenic  River. 
Independence  Creek  does  not  appear  to  us  to  have  the  "unique"  qualities  to 
qualify  it  for  Wild  and  Scenic  River  designation.   Independence  Creek  flows 
through  three  highly  developed  campgrounds,  a  recreation  residence  tract 
and  is  inaccessible  in  many  areas  that  are  not  already  developed. 

..."average  allotmentwide  utilization  will  not  exceed  60%..."   (p.  50).  We 
assume  this  is  an  error  and  should  say  that  60J!  is  the  maximum  allowed. 

In  the  preferred  alternative  a  decision  is  made  to  fence  Cartago,  Braley 
and  Cottonwood  Creeks.   It  appears  that  site  specific  decisions  are  not  to 
be  made  in  this  document  according  to  statements  on  pages  24  and  175- 
These  decisions  should  be  deferred  to  the  grazing  EIS's  done  in  1981  and 
1983  and  to  allotment  management  plans. 

The  document  states  that  full  suppression  of  wildfire  areawide  will  benefit 
the  existing  forage  base  (p. 201).  We  would  like  to  suggest  a  rewording  of 
that  statement  to:  Unplanned  fire  will  be  suppressed  unless  desirable 
resource  objectives  can  be  met  by  a  modified  suppression  strategy.  This 
would  allow  the  possibility  of  a  future  modified  suppression  plan. 

Wildfire  suppression  in  South  Inyo  and  Owens  Lake  Management  Areas  under 
Alternative  #4  calls  for  modified  procedures  such  as  prohibiting  blading  by 
buldozers  except  when  human  life  and  property  is  threatened,  in  order  to 
minimize  surface  disturbance.  We  suggest  you  extend  this  practice  to 
riparian  and  other  applicable  sensitive  areas . 

The  decision  to  not  allow  grazing  on  currently  unalloted  areas  may  conflict 
with  the  previous  grazing  EIS's,  this  decision  should  be  deferred  to  those 
documents  as  stated  on  pages  24  and  175-   A  site  specific  analysis  may 
indicate  that  in  some  areas  there  is  potential  to  facilitate  interagency 
resource  managment  by  allowing  grazing  on  currently  unalloted  areas 
adjacent  to  Forest  Service  or  BLM  allotments. 


Alternative  #4  would  revoke  all  watershed  withdrawals  In  the  Bishop 
Resource  Area.  This  could  have  an  adverse  effect  on  adjacent  National 
Forest  lands  supporting  wildlife  populations,  riparian  areas,  sensitive 
plants,  grazing,  recreation,  and  watershed  because  the  right  of  your  agency 
under  the  Escondido  Decision  to  impose  protective  stipulations  into  hydro 
licenses  issued  by  FERC  would  be  lost.  Therefore,  we  recommend  that  you 
retain  your  land  status  as  it  is  currently. 

4.   With  reference  to  the  Interagency  Utility  Corridor  Study. 

We  appreciate  the  cooperative  effort  of  the  Bishop  Resource  Area  in 
?0-/V      completing  this  study.   In  presenting  the  relevant  information  in  the 

Environmental  Impact  Statement,  it  would  help  if  it  were  incorporated  in 
oneAection.  rather  than  distributed  throughout  the  document. 


DENNIS  W.  MARTIN 
Forest  Supervisor 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  90  (Inyo  National  Forest) 

90-1)  A  CRMP  approach  could  be  used  for  resolution  of  the  grazing 
changes  within  the  Scenic  Area, 

90-2)  Yearlong  protection  would  prevent  discretionary  actions  that  may 
adversely  affect  scenic  values  in  the  Mono  Basin.  Uses  would 
be  managed  to  prevent  disturbance  to  scenic  resources.  The 
Bureau  believes  that  the  visual  resource  management  program 
would  manage  the  potential  uses  just  as  effectively.  It  is  the 
intent  of  this  RMP  to  apply  the  visual  resource  management 
(VRM)  objectives  as  resource  condition  standards  and  not  solely 
as  inventory  or  guideline  features.  As  a  result,  proposed  land 
uses  will  be  required  to  meet  the  VRM  objective  for  an  area.  It  is 
believed  that  Class  !l  standards  would  adequately  protect  the 
area's  scenery  under  this  application.  Note  that  the  final  RMP 
has  identified  parameters  for  the  standards.  This  is  described 
in  Chapter  1 ,  Standard  Operating  Procedures. 

90-3)      See  general  response  on  geothermal  (p.5-15). 

90-4)  The  overall  management  theme  and  supporting  prescriptions 
emphasize  protection  and  enhancement  of  wildlife  habitat  and 
scenic  values.  Opportunities  for  dispersed  recreation  are 
emphasized.  Mineral  exploration  and  development  are  allowed. 
This  management  direction,  the  area's  low  mineral  development 
potential  and  the  low  demand  for  development  along  the  east 
side  of  Mono  Lake  would  maintain  the  area's  current  semi- 
primitive  state.  The  VRM  standards,  Desired  Plant  Community 
management,  and  proposed  private  land  acquisitions  would 
provide  some  protection  as  well. 

90-5)      See  general  response  for  watershed  withdrawals  (p.5-8). 

90-6)      Thank  you  for  the  information. 

90-7)  Your  comments  regarding  opposition  to  eligibility  of  the 
candidate  creeks  on  National  Forest  lands  have  been  noted  and 
will  be  incorporated  in  the  upcoming  suitability  studies.  We  will 


keep  your  office  informed  as  to  the  status  of  our  wild  and  scenic 
river  review  program. 

90-8)      This  decision  has  been  changed.  See  the  Area-Wide  decisions 
for  the  Preferred  Alternative  in  Chapter  2,  final  RMP. 

This  office  considers  60%  to  be  an  acceptable  use  based  on 
allowable  use  percentages  for  the  native  vegetation  within  the 
eastern  Sierra. 

90-9)      Normally  an  activity  plan  would  develop  the  fencing  requirement, 
but  in  this  case,  an  activity  plan  is  not  proposed  for  the  area. 

90-1 0)    Please  refer  to  response  45-2. 

90-1 1 )    Please  refer  to  the  final  plan  area-wide  decision  regarding  use  of 
bulldozers  and  other  heavy  equipment. 


90-12)  There  is  not  a  conflict  with  the  grazing  EISs.  If  these  areas  had 
been  analyzed  as  unallotted  in  the  EISs  their  preferred 
alternatives  and  analyses  would  not  differ  significantly. 


Four  allotments,  which  were  created  by  the  1981  Grazing  EISs 
and  which  have  never  been  allocated  to  operators,  will  be 
changed  to  an  unallotted  status.  Frazier  Canyon  has  223  AUMs, 
a  10  mile  fencing  requirement,  a  livestock  driveway,  and  no 
water.  Fish  Slough  has  39  AUMs,  some  water,  a  9  mile  fencing 
requirement  and  is  within  an  ACEC.  Keough  has  29  AUMs, 
some  water,  and  a  6  mile  fencing  requirement;  and  Black  Rock 
has  36  AUMs,  no  water,  and  a  6  mile  fencing  requirement.  One 
other  area  although  not  identified  as  an  allotment  was  to  be 
added  to  the  existing  Ash  Creek  allotment.  This  area  has  90 
AUMs,  no  water,  a  32  mile  fencing  requirement,  and  a  livestock 
driveway.   It  will  remain  unallotted. 

It  is  not  cost  effective  to  manage  these  areas  as  grazing 
allotments,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  combining  these  areas 
with  adjacent  Forest  Service  land  would  remedy  this. 

90-1 3)    See  general  response  for  watershed  withdrawals. 
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90-14)  The  corridor  study  has  been  integrated  with  the  rest  of  the 
RMP/EIS  to  facilitate  consideration  of  corridor  impacts  and 
concerns  in  the  RMP  and  the  consideration  of  RMP  impacts  and 
concerns  in  the  corridor  study. 


-3 


'-¥ 


"**/;> 


-(619)933  -2241 


%9 


tri-valiey     committe< 

.post    office    box   918    benton    California    9351 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  draft  RMP.  We 
appreciate  having  been  included  in  the  information-gathering  and 
discussion  process  of  this  document.  The  BLM  has  always  been 
very  responsive  to  the  concerns  of  the  residents  In  this  area. 

In  reviewing  the  draft  RMP  we  have  found  it  to  be  generally  well 
done,  but  the  corridor  sections  include  many  parts  that  are 
erroneous,  misleading,  or  inadequate.  We  cannot  support  the 
adoption  of  any  corridor  designation  based  on  the  information 
provided  in  this  document. 

—  All  the  corridor  study  has  really  succeeded  in  accomplishing 
is  to  eliminate  from  consideration  areas  in  which  a  corridor 
definitely  cannot  be  designated,  based  on  existing  land  use 
prescriptions.  "Study"  of  the  three  remaining  areas  appears  to 
have  been  precursory  and  superficial  at  best. 

—  The  study  of  the  proposed  corridor  areas  has  none  of  the  depth 
or  detail  of  an  EA  or  EIS,  although  It  has  been  included  as  part 
of  a  draft  EIS. 

—  The  assurance  that  any  proposal  would  initiate  an  EIS  is  not 
adequate.  Designating  a  corridor  as  part  of  your  RMP  process 
Implies  that  the  designated  area  has  been  found  acceptable  for 
corridor  use.  Utility  companies  would  be  justified  In  saying 
that  they  were  led  to  believe  that  a  line  would  be  acceptable 
3omewhere  within  the  designated  corridor. 


—  The  de 
Queen  Val 
finding  t 
but  this 
document 
lnaccurat 
alternati 
similar  a 
rationale 
corridor 


clsion  to  adopt  the  Soldier  Canyon  alternative  over  the 
ley  or  Plzona  alternatives  Is  supposedly  based  on  a 
hat  there  would  be  a  lesser  effect  on  resource  values, 
conclusion  is  not  supported  by  Information  given  in  the 
The  information  13  conflicting  in  some  parts, 
e  or  erroneous  in  other3.  A  factual  look  at  these  three 
ves  would  likely  show  that  their  resource  values  are 
nd  approximately  equal.  No  recognition  Is  given  In  the 
to  the  history  of  strong  public  opposition  to  a 
in  the  Queen  Valley  or  Pizona  areas. 


—  The  decision  to  adopt  the  Soldier  Canyon  alternative  over  the 
No  Action  alternative  is  based  on  "the  benefits  of  providing 
additional  stability  to  the  regional  electrical  supply  system." 
The  only  documentation  given  for  this  finding  was  provided  by  a 
utility  company,  the  Los  Angeles  Department  of  Water  and  Power. 
LADWP  is  a  likely  future  proponent  of  transmission  line  projects 
and  obviously  could  stand  to  profit   from  the   establishment  of  a 
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corridor. 

A  listing   of  specific  errors  and  inconsistencies  follows,  in  the 
order  in  which  they  are  found  in  the  document: 


Page   35      states    that   "th 
Identified  as   having  no   limit 
prohibit  transmission  lines." 
this  statement,   the  manner  In 
has  already  been  demonstrated 
these  areas   would  not   have  ne 
of  many  places  in  the  document 
corridor  alternatives  are  refer 
ai-"  not. 


ree  alternative  corridors  were 
ing  factors  that  would  necessarily 
While  we  understand  the  intent  of 
which  It  Is  worded  Implies  that  It 
that  transmission  lines  within 
gatlve  impacts.  Also,  this  Is  one 
In  which  areas  studied  as  possible 
red  to  as  "corridors"  -  which  they 


Page  49,  section  2  ("Future  facilities  In  these  corridors...")  is 
unclear  as  to  intent.  Why  would  facilities  be  allowed  to 
"exceed"  (violate)  VRM  and  yearlong  protection  standards? 

Page  90  states  that  the  first  applicant  for  a  project  would  be 
required  "to  determine  the  number  of  additional  transmission 
lines  the .,  .corridors  can  support  and  what  mitigation  would  be 
required."  There  is  no  mention  of  the  possibility  of  determining 
that  as.   line  should  be  constructed. 

8   |  There  seems  to  be  no  mention  of  a  proposed  corridor  width. 

It  is  absurd  to  justify  severe  impacts  to  recreation  by  saying 
"the  current  level  of  use  is  low."  This  would  be  analagous  to 
amputating  a  person's  legs  because  he  hadn't  been  hiking  lately. 
The  low  level  of  use  is  precisely  what  makes  such  an  area 
attractive  to  those  who  do  use  it. 

Page  168  -  The  Queen  Valley  area  is  not  -  currently  -  "a  five- 
mile  wide  corridor"!  The  description  of  the  Montgomery  Pass  area 
is  also  completely  Incorrect.  There  Is  not  "substantial 
development."  There  is  one  very  small  casino;  no  junk  yard  that 
we  know  of;  very  few  dwellings;  very  few  dirt  roads,  and  no  paved 
roads  other  than  the  highway  Itself.  The  "scattered  ranches, 
nines  and  quarries"  are  very  few  and  far  between  and  scarcely 
interrupt  the  vast  stretches  of  scenic  vistas. 

Page  169  glosses  over  recreational  opportunities  In  the  area. 
There  is  no  mention  of  the  emphasis  the  Forest  Service  places  on 
maintaining  recreation  values  In  this  area. 

Page  206  -  the  rationale  given  for  Integrating  the  corridor  study 

with  the  RMP  is  inadequate.  A  corridor   study  could   just  as 

easily  consider  the  full  range  of  alternatives  after  flnallzation 
of  an  RMP. 

In  evaluating  the  Impacts  of  the   No  Action  alternative,  far  too 

■13         much  weight   is   given   to   the   utility   Industry's   statements 

regarding  system  reliability.    Furthermore,  this   assumed  impact 
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is  described  In  terras  of  "a  decrease  In  reliability."  Declining 
to  establish  a  new  corridor  where  there  Is  no  corridor  at  present 
could  not  possibly  result  in  a  decrease  in  the  reliability  of  the 
existing  system. 

In  the  conclusion  to  this  section,  the  statement  that 
"environmental  Impacts  would  be  slightly  les3"  evidently  includes 
consideration  of  where  lines  might  have  to  go  If  they  were  not 
routed  through  a  new  corridor  here.  If  no  new  corridor  were 
established,  there  would  be  no  environmental  impacts  within  the 
Bishop  Resource  Area. 

This  is,  in  fact,  the  only  section  in  which  consideration  is 
given  to  possible  Impacts  outside  of  the  study  area.  Why,  then, 
is  there  no  mention  of  what  might  happen  in  Deep  Springs  Valley 
Lake  Valley  If  the  Soldier  Canyon  alternative  is 
Why  la  there  no  mention  of  the  probability  that  a 
extending  down  Montgomery  Pass,  given  the  limited 
of   the   "Intertie,"   would   lead  to  proposals  to  route 


or   Fish 
selected? 
corridor 
capacity 


lines  through  Benton,  Hammil  and  Chalfant  Valleys? 

Page  208  -  There  have  been  many  studies  Indicating  a  strong 
correlation  between  EMF  and  varlos  types  of  cancer  and  other 
health  problems.  They  do  not  "typically  conclude  that  no  link 
ha3  been  established." 

Appendix  8  -  As  stated  earlier,  this  is  not  adequate  proof  of  a 
need  for  a  new  corridor  here.  The  proposed  decision  to  establish 
a  corridor  is  based  entirely  on  this  supposed  need. 

The  eastern  Sierra  should  not  be  sacrificed  to  Los  Angeles' 
desire  for  more  power.  As  with  water,  southern  California  must 
eventually  learn  to  make  wise  use  of  what  is  already  available. 
To  allow  any  transmission  line  corridor  through  areas  of  such 
rare  scenic  quality  and  other  resource  values  as  we  have  here, 
can  only  be  regarded  as  a  regrettable  mistake  in  later  years. 

We  originally  asked  for  a  corridor  study  several  year3  ago, 
believing  that  if  a  good  place  for  a  corridor  could  be  found.  It 
would  be  highly  beneficial  to  designate  It  as  such  and  encourage 
utilities  to  use  it.  It  Is  now  clear  to  us  that  there  is  no  good 
place  for  a  corridor  within  the  Bishop  Resource  Area,  we  support 
the  No  Action  alternative,  and  ask  that  it  include  a  statement 
that  transmission  lines  will  be  discouraged  within  the  study 
areas . 

Again,  our  thanks  for  the  opportunity  to  comment.  This  process 
has  assured  us  that  we  truly  have  a  voice  In  the  future  of  our 
public  lands. 

Sincerely, 


Linda  Benson 
Tri-Valley  Committee 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  91    (Tri-Valley  Committee) 

91-1)      See  the  general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.5-16). 

91-2)  See  the  Impacts  of  Corridor  Area  Designation  section  of  the 
general  response  for  the  corridor  study. 

91  -3)  Pages  1 2  through  1 5  of  the  draft  RMP  provide  a  comparison  of 
the  environmental  impacts  of  the  three  east-west  alternative 
corridor  areas  considered  in  the  study.  Based  upon  that 
information,  it  is  difficult  to  conclude  that  the  impacts  to  resource 
values  between  the  alternative  areas  would  be  similar  and 
approximately  equal.  However,  the  impacts  section  of  the  final 
RMP  has  been  rewritten  to  more  clearly  document  the  difference 
in  estimated  impacts  between  the  three  east-west  alternative 
corridor  areas  considered  in  the  study. 

The  comment  that  the  estimated  environmental  impact 
information  is  conflicting  and  erroneous  is  too  general  to 
address.  Impacts  were  estimated  based  upon  known  and 
inventoried  resources  and  resource  values  in  each  of  the 
alternative  corridor  areas  considered.  The  corridor  study  actively 
solicited  and  considered  current  public  concerns  about  corridor 
designation  within  the  Bishop  Resource  Area  and  the  Inyo 
National  Forest.  Historic  public  concerns  about  corridor 
designation  in  the  Queen  Valley  and  Pizona  areas  were  also 
considered. 

91  -4)  Additional  and  more  independent  information  which  supports  the 
need  for  an  east-west  corridor  designation  in  this  part  of  the 
state  has  been  incorporated  in  the  final  document. 

91-5)  The  impacts  section  of  the  draft  RMP  (pages  206-210) 
documents  that  there  indeed  would  be  negative  impacts  that 
would  result  from  corridor  designation  in  all  three  of  the 
east-west  alternative  corridor  areas  considered  in  the  study.  The 
referenced  statement  on  p.35  is  not  included  in  the  final  RMP. 

The  east-west  corridor  areas  considered  in  the  corridor  study  are 
not  actual  corridors  in  and  of  themselves.    Each  alternative  is 


actually  an  area  which,  if  selected  from  this  study,  would  be 
more  specifically  inventoried  and  analyzed  for  the  location  of  a 
corridor  alignment  within  it. 

91-6)  The  intent  is  to  avoid  having  to  do  a  plan  amendment  (for  a 
possible  additional  transmission  line  adjacent  to  existing  lines) 
by  providing  a  caveat  allowing  the  line  to  exceed  VRM  and 
yearlong  protection  standards.  Extensive  mitigation  would  be 
required  to  avoid  or  reduce  the  impacts  at  which  VRM  standards 
and  yearlong  protection  are  aimed. 

91  -7)  The  corridor  decision  has  been  changed;  please  see  Chapter  2 
for  the  revised  decision  and  rationale.  Also  see  the  general 
response  for  the  corridor  study. 

91-8)  See  "Conditions  That  Apply  to  All  Corridor  Alternatives,  ■  #  1 4,  in 
Chapter  2  of  the  final  RMP. 

91  -9)  The  rationale  for  the  draft  Preferred  Alternative  (page  90)  is  not 
intended  to  justify  severe  impacts  to  recreation  based  upon  low 
levels  of  use.  The  rationale  for  the  final  decision  has  been 
re-written  to  eliminate  misleading  statements  to  that  effect. 

91-10)  The  referenced  statement  from  p.  168  has  been  revised  to  read: 
The  Queen  Valley  Alternative  Corridor  Area  is  a  five-mile  wide 

area "    Descriptions  of  the  Montgomery  Pass  and  Queen 

Valley  areas  have  been  rewritten  in  the  final  document. 

91-11)  Page  168,  draft  RMP,  states  that  the  Queen  Valley  Alternative 
Corridor  Area  is  predominantly  located  in  the  White  Mountains 
Management  Area  of  the  Inyo  National  Forest's  Land  and 
Resource  Management  Plan,  and  that  the  northern  portion  of  the 
area  has  been  allocated  to  the  Mule  Deer  Habitat  Management 
Prescription  (within  the  Plan's  Pizona  Management  Area).  These 
prescriptions  call  for  management  emphasis  to  maintain 
dispersed  and  semi-primitive  recreation  opportunities,  where  they 
occur. 

91-12)    Your  comment  is  noted. 
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91-13)  See  the  Need  Analysis  section  of  the  general  response  for  the 
corridor  study. 

91-14)  The  No  Action,  No  East-West  Corridor  Alternative  would  have 
environmental  effects,  but  not  within  the  Bishop  Resource  Area 
nor  the  Inyo  National  Forest.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  demand 
for  electricity  will  continue  to  increase  into  the  foreseeable  future 
and,  with  it,  the  need  to  build  new  transmission  lines. 
Consequently,  the  impact  of  the  No  Action,  No  East-West 
Corridor  Alternative  assumes  that,  given  the  projected  need  for 
new  transmission  lines  from  anticipated  generation  sources  in 
the  Utah/Nevada  area  to  the  area  of  demand  in  Southern 
California,  powerlines  not  allowed  to  be  routed  through  the 
Owens  Valley  will  need  to  be  routed  elsewhere. 

91  -1 5)  See  the  Impacts  to  Adjacent  Jurisdictional  Areas  section  of  the 
general  response  for  the  corridor  study. 

Concerning  the  issue  that  designation  of  the  DC  Intertie  route  as 
a  corridor  will  lead  to  proposals  to  route  lines  through  Benton, 
Hammil,  and  Chalfant  Valleys,  see  response  7-2  and  response 
57-1. 

91-16)  See  the  EMF  section  of  the  general  response  for  the  corridor 
study. 

91  -1 7)  See  the  Need  Analysis  section  of  the  general  response  for  the 
corridor  study. 

91-18)  Thank  you  for  your  comments.  They  have  been  considered  in 
the  final  decision. 
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THE  WILDERNESS  SOCIETY 

,„       ,„„,         CALIFORNIA/NEVADA  REGIONAL  OFFICE 
January   15,    1991 

Michael  Ferguson,  Area  Manager 
Bishop  Resource  Area 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
787  N.  Main  Street,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA   93514 

RE:   Comments  on  the  draft  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  submit  comments  on  the 
draft  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (RMP/EIS) .   We  also  wish  to  incorporate  by  reference 
the  comments  of  the  Natural  Resources  Defense  Council  and  Friends 
of  the  Inyo.   The  Wilderness  Society  has  a  long-standing  interest 
in  all  actions  affecting  the  management  of  public  resources  on 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  lands  in  the  Bishop  Resource  Area 
(RA) .   We  appreciate  the  effort  that  was  put  into  the  RMP/EIS  by 
the  RA  staff  and  commend  your  work  to  involve  the  public  in  the 
planning  process. 

Our  comments,  questions  and  concerns  are  detailed  below. 
First,  the  "general  comments"  involve  criticism  of  the  document's 
lack  of  organization  and  lack  of  information  critical  to  both 
decision-making  and  the  resource  management  planning  process. 
Second,  and  more  specifically,  we  include  a  discussion  of 
comments  on  major  categories  of  resources  that  will  be  impacted. 
Within  each  of  these  sections  are  general  comments  and  specific 
points  with  references. 

GENERAL  COMMENTS: 

The  regulations  implementing  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act  (NEPA)  require  that  "high  quality"  information  be  made 
"available  to  public  officials  and  citizens  before  decisions  are 
made  and  before  actions  are  taken"(40  C.F.R.  §  1500.1b).   An  EIS 
must  include  a  "detailed  statement"  of  the  environmental  impacts 
of  a  proposed  action(42  U.S.C.  §  4332).   The  BLM  must  "[i]dentify 
environmental  effects  and  values  in  adequate  detail  so  they  can 
be  compared  to  economic  and  technical  analyses" (40  C.F.R.  § 
1501.2b) . 

The  RMP/EIS  does  not  comply  with  these  documentation 
requirements.   It  is  confusing  in  its  layout  and  is  poorly 
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referenced.   Analyzing  impacts  entails  flipping  through  276  pages 
of  tables,  maps,  appendices  and  prose  in  an  attempt  to  follow  the 
presented  topics.   This  scattered  and  unorganized  format  is  so 
confusing  that  it  violates  the  NEPA,  precluding  the  public  from 
proper  assessment  of  cumulative  impacts  to  the  resource  area 
environment.   An  index  would  greatly  ease  understanding  of  this 
document . 

The  RMP/EIS  is  difficult  to  comprehend  due  to  lack  of 
explanations  and  numerous  contradictions.   NEPA  mandates  that  the 
document  provide  "good  analysis  and  clear  presentation  of  the 
alternatives" (40  C.F.R.  §  1502.10),  yet  this  is  clearly  not 
achieved  in  the  plan.   Additionally,  the  Natural  Resource 
Enhancement  Alternative  appears  to  be  the  most  environmentally 
protective,  but  the  basic  structural  and  substantive  defects 
within  the  document  prevent  conclusive  support  of  any  one  of  the 
alternatives. 

The  RMP/EIS  states  that,  "[t]he  decisions  made  in  the  RMP 
are  planning  decisions.   They  will  provide  overall  guidance  for 
resolving  major  resource  use,  allocation  and  protection  issues. 
They  will  be  implemented  either  directly  or  through  site  specific 
activity  plans" (p. 25) .   It  is  understood  that  only  general 
management  plans  are  presented  and  dealt  with  in  the  document. 
However,  the  RMP  presents  few  specifics  for  activity  plans  and  no 
process  for  their  development.   Some  effort  must  be  made  to 
describe  the  methods  to  achieve  presented  goals  in  order  to 
adequately  analyze  the  efficacy  and  comprehensiveness  of  the 
RMP/EIS. 

Examples  of  insufficient  details  and  definitions  are  many. 
First,  the  terms  "seasonal  protection"  and  "yearlong  protection" 
are  repeatedly  used  and  poorly  defined(e.g.  p. 37  for 
salables/geothermal) .   The  glossary  defines  seasonal  protection 
as,  "during  the  period  specified,  no  discretionary  actions  which 
would  adversely  affect  target  resources  would  be  allowed" (p. 230) 
and  yearlong  protection  similarly (p. 232) ,  but  does  not  specify 
the  period,  the  associated  target  resources,  or  examples  of 
discretionary  actions.    Second,  words  such  as  "enhance," 
"protect,"  "restore,"  and  "stabilize" (e.g.  p. 68),  are  used 
throughout  the  RMP/EIS  with  no  particular  reference  to  the 
actions  that  will  be  used  for  their  achievement.   Use  of  such 
general  words  and  terms  without  proper  supporting  details  impede 
the  public  analyses  of  the  plan.   The  exclusion  of  protection 
policies,  in  management  terms,  also  prevents  BLM  administration 
from  proper  implementation. 

The  Alternatives  for  Individual  Management  Areas  lists 
numerous  management  activities  which  do  not  state  any  information 
regarding  implementation.   For  example,  the  plan  proposes  to 
"...develop  an  HMP  for  West  Walker  deer  herd,  ...develop  an 
activity  plan  for  the  Slinkard  ACEC,  develop  an  AMP  for  the 
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Green  Creek  allotment,  ...develop  cooperative  management  of 
Travertine  ACEC  with  Native  Americans  and  other  groups" (p. 56- 
61/Alt.  4) .   No  explicit  terms  are  used.   The  BLM  needs  to  set 
exact  time  frames  for  all  the  new  management  plans  and 
cooperative  programs  suggested.   Specific  details  must  be  offered 
in  the  RMP/EIS. 

Additionally,  the  Area  Managers  Guidelines(p. 26-27)  lists 
vaguely  supported  actions.   For  example.  Guidelines  #3  states, 
"[a]ctions  that  will  interfere  significantly  with  efforts  to 
maintain  and/or  enhance  mule  deer  winter  range  throughout  the 
area  will  generally  not  be  allowed."   Yet  the  definition  of 
"significant"  is  nowhere  to  be  found.   This  nonspecific  and 
arbitrary  language  coupled  with  the  inevitable  changes  in  Area 
Manager  personnel  leaves  great  leeway  in  interpreting  the  Area 
Manager's  Guidelines  and,  hence,  fails  to  set  any  meaningful 
standards  for  resource  management. 

Finally,  in  the  purpose  and  need  for  this  RMP  the  plan 
states  that,  "the  Area  Manager  identified  sixteen  major  proposals 
not  in  conformity  with  the  MFPs  [management  framework 
plans] "(p. 19) .   Each  nonconforming  proposal  requires  an  MFP 
amendment.   Yet  none  of  the  16  are  specifically  mentioned  in  the 
RMP/EIS.   These  projects  must  be  identified  and  detailed  on  how 
they  are  to  meet  a  conformity  standard. 

Conclusion: 

The  examples  above  clearly  exemplify  the  incomplete, 
unorganized  nature  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS.   Due  to  the  overwhelming 
need  for  significant  revisions  the  RMP/EIS  should  be  revoked, 
restructured,  revised,  and  recirculated  for  public  review.   Such 
revocation  is  needed  to  (1)  make  the  document  comprehensible,  (2) 
comply  with  NEPA,  which  requires  draft  EISs  to  be  revised,  "[i]f 
a  draft  statement  is  so  inadequate  as  to  preclude  meaningful 
analysis"(40  C.F.R.  §  1502.9a),  and  (3)  ensure  implementation  of 
the  goals  and  decisions  presented  in  the  RMP/EIS  and  guarantee 
wise  management  of  the  Bishop  RA  environment. 

TRANSMISSION  LINE  CORRIDOR: 

The  powerline  corridor  study  is  inconclusive,  superficial, 
nonanalytical,  and  inappropriate  in  the  RMP/EIS.   A  volume  of 
questions  and  concerns  regarding  the  proposed  corridor  remain  and 
must  be  addressed  in  a  separate  EIS.   The  enormity  of  impacts  and 
the  complexity  of  the  issue  demand  no  less. 

Corridor  construction  under  the  preferred  alternative  of 
oldier  Canyon  would  severely  impact  this  natural,  relatively 
undisturbed  region  of  the  RA.   The  region  is  a  45,000  acre  Forest 
Service  roadless  area  "released"  by  passage  of  the  1984 
California  Wilderness  Act.   Soldier  Canyon  remains  virtually 
roadless  and  contains  significant  archaeological  resources,  rare 
plant  habitats  and  tule  elk  calving  habitat.   In  addition,  the 
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logical  extension  of  the  corridor  east  would  have  it  passing 
through  Deep  Springs  Valley  and  the  60,000  acre  Piper  Mountain 
WSA  (proposed  for  Wilderness  in  the  California  Desert  Protection 
Act) .   The  extension  has  the  potential  to  significantly  impact 
archaeological  and  cultural  sites,  visual  resources,  a  proposed 
bighorn  sheep  reintroduction  site,  mule  deer  migration  corridors, 
raptor  populations  and  wetlands  near  Deep  Springs  Lake.   The 
snowy  plover  and  black  toad,  two  candidate  species  for  federal 
listing  as  threatened/endangered  species  would  also  be  impacted. 
The  plan  itself  concedes  that  "[sjome  loss  of  sensitive  plants  is 
anticipated" (p. 210) .   This  is  not  an  acceptable  summary  for  the 
preferred  alternative  which  should  at  least  maintain,  if  not 
enhance,  environmental  quality. 

The  RMP/EIS  also  states  that,  "[t]here  would  be  minimal 
degree  of  negative  impacts  to  visual  resources,  except  in  the 
vicinity  of  any  crossing  of  the  Waucoba  Road" (Table  S-2). 
However,  visual  resources  are  not  only  those  found  at  places  of 
higher  use (e.g.  on  Waucoba  Road) ;  they  are  a  characteristic  of  an 
entire  natural  region  and  can  be  degraded  throughout,  whether 
encountered  by  car,  horse  or  foot  travel.   The  value  of  visual 
resources  involves  future  use  of  this  area,  including  areas  not 
adjacent  to  currently  existing  roads.   Maintenance  of  the  natural 
visual  character  is  important  for  future  generations. 

The  Pizona  Alternative  for  transmission  line  corridor  also 
involves  an  area  which  is  totally  pristine  and  wild.   This  is  an 
unacceptable  choice  when  other  options  exist.   The  RMP/EIS  admits 
that,  " [t]here  would  be  significant  negative  impacts  to  the 
area's  natural  and  undisturbed  character" (p. 12) ,  but  does  not 
discuss  these  significant  impacts  adequately.   Six  basic  concerns 
involving  the  Pizona  area  alternative  are  described  in  a  letter 
by  Mono  Lake  Acting  District  Ranger  Bill  Bramlette  (See  Attached 
Letter) . 

Aside  from  wilderness  values,  the  RMP/EIS  does  not 
satisfactorily  discuss  several  factors  of  analysis  which  are 
needed  to  assess  the  utility  corridor  proposal.   The  BLM  Manual 
(Release  1-1470,  11/14/86,  §1623.52A-F)  lists  factors  which  are 
usually  considered  in  arriving  at  right-of-way  related  RMP 
determinations  including:  need,  feasibility,  and  results  of 
coordination . 

Need  for  the  new  utility  corridor  RA  is  poorly  justified  in 
the  RMP/EIS.   The  Los  Angeles  Department  of  Water  and 
Power (LADWP)  prepared  of  the  statement  of  need  for  the 
RMP/EIS (Appendix  8).   They  argue  that  "the  need  for  additional 
electricity  in  Southern  California  is  expected  to  increase 
dramatically" (p. 274) ,  yet  this  statement  is  unsubstantiated. 
Concerns  are  raised  over  potential  cascade  outages,  due  to  sudden 
interruptions  of  a  very  large  power  transfer  between  two  networks 
which  is  plausible  with  the  construction  of  a  new  transmission 


line  within  the  Boulder/IPP  corridor.   Additional  concerns  are 
voiced  over  possible  simultaneous  forced  outages  from  lightning, 
flood,  wind,  aircraft,  vandalism,  or  sabotage.   None  of  these 
concerns  are  supported  in  the  plan.   Information  regarding  the 
past  records  of  outages  and  causes  is  needed  to  determine  the 
actual  need  for  concern,  and  more  important,  the  need  to 
designate  a  separate  utility  corridor.   Overall,  the  "likelihood 
of  widespread  catastrophic  electrical  system  failures" (Appendix 
8/p.276),  is  ignored  in  the  RMP/EIS,  and  thus  the  public's 
ability  to  assess  the  need  to  minimize  this  threat  is  severely 
diminished.   Additionally,  the  LADWP  has  allowed  its  desire  for  a 
new  power  corridor  to  prejudice  their  analysis — such  bias  is  not 
allowed  under  NEPA. 

The  RMP/EIS  should  provide  the  public  with  a  "no  new  power 
line  corridor"  alternative.   Possible  outage  concerns  could  be 
avoided  while  utilizing  the  existing  Boulder/IPP  corridor.   The 
RMP/EIS  itself  submits  that,  "distance  separation  of  individual 
transmission  lines  within  a  corridor  helps  to  mitigate  the 
potential  of  simultaneous  forced  outages" (Appendix  8).   And  as 
stated  above,  the  causes  for  concern  over  use  of  existing 
corridors  are  unsubstantiated. 

The  document  also  states  that,  "[i]t  is  recognized  that  the 
requirements  for  new  corridors  (actually  portions  of  a  new 
corridor)  may  be  environmentally  less  desirable  than  using 
existing  developed  corridors" (Appendix  8).  This  is  a  vast 
understatement.  Obviously  use  of  existing  corridors  would 
involve  few  new  impacts  to  the  environment  while  a  new  corridor 
would  involve  numerous  new  impacts. 

The  need  for  the  new  power  line  corridor  also  disregards  a 
discussion  of  the  anticipated  necessity  to  build  and  expand  power 
line  facilities  south  of  Bishop,  involving  a  corridor  which  is 
not  presently  designated  for  expansion.   This  is  especially 
important  due  to  the  minimum  costs  of  using  this  corridor  at 
$160,000/mile.   Need  also  should  be  explained  by  disclosing 
information  regarding  pending  utility  applications,  mineral 
explorations  or  long  range  corridor  studies.   These  are  absent  in 
the  RMP  with  the  exception  of  "various  identified  geothermal 
resources  in  west-central  Nevada,  specifically  the  Dixie  Valley, 
Steamboat  Springs  near  Reno,  and  the  area  near  Fallon" (Appendix 
8/p.275) .   Such  vague  descriptions  of  potential  energy  sources  do 
not  make  a  valid  case  for  the  need  for  an  additional  utility 
corridor  designation.   The  technical  and  economic  feasibility  of 
constructing  utility  facilities  in  the  Bishop  RA  is  also  left 
unexamined. 

This  plan  also  fails  to  draw  a  concrete  conclusion  on  a 
superior  alternative.   Table  S-2 (p. 12-15) ,  which  compares  the 
impacts  of  the  transmission  line  alternatives,  presents  no 
conclusion  on  the  best  option  for  the  power  corridor.   Minimum 
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impacts  on  wild  horse  habitat  and  cultural  resource  preservation 
lean  towards  the  Soldier  Canyon  alterna  ive.   Focusing  on 
wildlife  habitats  favors  the  Pizona  alternative  with  less  ■ 
disturbance  to  deer  habitats.   Sensitive  plant  consideration 
favors  both  the  Pizona  and  Queen  Valley  alternatives.   Impacts  to 
visual  resources  and  recreation  are  least  in  the  Queen  Valley 
alternative.   Impacts  from  human  exposure  are  described  as  low  to 
insignificant  for  all  three  alternatives.   From  the  KMP/EIS 
wording  no  optimum  alternative.   The  plan  must  present  an  option 
which  has  significantly  less  impacts  than  the  other  alternatives. 

Further  study  is  needed  which  includes  the  "no  new  power 
line  corridor"  option,  in  order  for  the  public  and  the  BLH  to 
make  a  decision  regarding  a  new  transmission  line  corridor. 
In  addition,  the  public  should  be  made  aware  in  the  RMP/EIS,  the 
exact  threat  that  the  proposed  transmission  power  lines  may  have 
on  human  health.   Studies  suggest  that  electromagnetic  fields 
produced  from  power  lines  may  be  linked  to  childhood  leukemia  and 
cancers  (U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  Statement,  1990). 
The  potential  affects  of  this  threat  is  neglected  in  the  plan, 
addressing  only  exposure  levels. 

The  results  of  coordination  and  consultations  with  adjacent 
BLM  offices  in  Ridgecrest,  and  other  state  or  federal  agencies  is 
also  inadequately  embraced  in  the  RMP/EIS.   The  process  of 
designation  is  fragmented,  at  best,  in  the  present  document  and 
does  not  provide  for  logical  extensions  of  the  corridor.   Key 
coordination  efforts  in  the  RHP  include,  "[ajssuring  that  logical 
extensions  of  the  utility  corridors  analyzed  in  this  study  would 
in  a  timely  manner  be  studied  by  adjacent  BLM  jurisdictions  to 
avoid  the  establishment  of  dead  end  corridors" (p. 28)  but  do  not 
include  any  reasons  to  confirm  this  assurance.   From  the  maps 
provided (Figure  3-19,20,21)  all  corridors  will  pass  through  the 
adjacent  Ridgecrest  Resource  Area,  yet  no  coordination  for 
extension  of  the  corridor  into  the  California  Desert  District  is 
presented.   Moreover,  the  alternative  of  Soldier  Canyon  would 
pass  through  an  undetermined  number  of  Wilderness  Study  Areas  in 
the  Ridgecrest  Resource  Area,  including  Wyman  Creek,  Piper 
Mountain  and  Sylvania  Mountains,  and  would  be  in  direct  conflict 
with  the  Interim  Management  Policy  for  lands  under  wilderness 
review  (IMP  Guidelines,  H-8550-1) . 

The  RMP/EIS  states  that,  "adjacent  BLM  jurisdictions  (one  in 
California  and  two  in  Nevada)  decided  not  to  participate  directly 
in  the  study.   However,  they  have  completed  brief  studies  of 
logical  corridor  extensions  on  their  lands.   The  extensions  are 
tentatively  feasible  and  will  be  studied  in  each  area's  next 
planning  cycle" (p. 30) .   The  studies  and  their  "brief"  findings 
must  be  revealed  to  the  public.   The  assurance  from  these  studies 
that  "the  extensions  are  tentatively  feasible,"  strikes  us  as  an 
extremely  broad  interpretation  of  the  opinion  of  the  Ridgecrest 
Resource  Area,  whose  Acting  Area  Manager  has  expressed 
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reservations  about  the  eastward  extension  of  the  corridor  (See 
Attached  Letter  From  Lee  Delaney  to  Mike  Ferguson) . 

Conclusion: 

In  order  to  adequately  assess  all  significant  environmental 
impacts  including  cumulative  impacts,  the  corridor  must  be 
studied  in  its  entirety.   The  RMP/EIS  as  presented  is  fragmented, 
piecemeal,  and  incomplete,  thereby  demonstrating  the  need  for  a 
more  comprehensive  study.   The  project  is  of  sufficient  scope 
and,  has  impacts  beyond  the  Bishop  Resource  Area.   Need  is  not 
amply  demonstrated  for  the  corridor  to  be  authorized  at  this 
time.   For  these  reasons,  it  is  necessary  that  a  full  EIS  is 
prepared . 

VEGETATION : 

The  Desired  Plant  Community (DPC)  concept  involves  a  laudable 
vision.   Yet  there  is  a  lack  of  information  regarding  project 
funding,  implementation  deadlines,  and  public  participation  in 
guideline  formation  which  make  the  DPCs  a  major  weak  point  in  the 
RMP/EIS.   The  plan  also  does  not  explain  a  number  of  rudimentary 
points  relating  to  the  DPC  concept,  such  as  how  monitoring  is  to 
take  place,  how  baseline  data  was  gathered,  and  by  whom.    As  an 
example,  the  first  DPC  described  states,  "Jeffrey  pine  density 
would  not  be  reduced  from  present  levels" (Appendix  1).   No  data 
describes  * present  levels*  which  are  highly  degraded  from 
overgrazing  and  would  not  provide  an  adequate  baseline. 

DPC  standards,  for  the  most  part,  are  very  detailed  and  make 
use  excellent  plant  choices  as  indicator  species.   However,  many 
important  species  are  left  out.   For  example,  the  goal  of  the  DPC 
or  Bristlecone  and  Limber  Pine  in  the  South  Inyo  Management  Area, 
"is  to  retain  the  current  composition  of  plant  species  within  the 
assemblage" (p.  239/Appendix  1),  yet  there  are  only  two  species 
named  which  will  serve  as  indicators  of  plant  species  composition 
maintenance.   The  definition  itself  states  that  the  "limber  pine 
would  also  [in  addition  to  the  bristlecone  pine]  represent 
greater  than  or  equal  to  6%  of  plant  composition" (p. 239/Appendix 
1) .  This  leaves  approximately  94%  of  the  plant  species 
composition  in  the  area  unaccounted  for,  unmonitored,  and  hence 
subject  to  population  decline  well  within  the  DPC  standards. 
Species  representing  each  major  plant  group  should  be  designated 
and  maintained  at  percentages  comparable  to  those  found  in 
totally  undisturbed  areas.   Along  with  the  chosen  gymnosperms, 
representative  angiosperm  trees,  shrubs,  annual  and  perennial 
"lowers  and  grasses  should  be  designated. 

Some  indicator  species  are  based  on  historic  huntable 
species  data.   These  make  good  indicators  in  some  instances,  in 
the  example  of  the  Sage  grouse(p. 240/Appendix  1).   But  the  DPCs 
managing  for  a  species  such  as  chukar,  an  introduced  game  bird, 
are  not  appropriate.   DPC  goals  should  be  to  promote  the 
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establishment  and  maintenance  of  native  species  and  native 
habitats — thus  indicator  species  should  be  native. 

Riparian  DPC  criteria (p. 241-242/Appendix  1)  are  less 
specific  than  other  DPC  definitions  and  thus  will  be  even  more 
difficult  to  implement,  monitor,  and  determine  successful  goals. 
In  reference  to  these  areas,  more  data  needs  to  be  presented  on 
what  has  been  lost  to  livestock  damage  in  the  past.   The  DPC 
description  for  Springs  and  Associated  Wetlands  in  the  Owens 
Valley  MA  describes  what  a  typical  vegetative  complex  would 
contain  but  does  not  explain  if  this  refers  to  current  typical 
complexes  or  native,  non-grazed  complexes.   Why  are  native  shrubs 
non-existent  at  the  site?   The  described  scenario  hardly  seems 
like  an  adequate  goal  if  livestock  used  areas,  devoid  of  natives, 
are  typical.   The  public  needs  to  know  what  areas  were  like  prior 
to  disturbance. 

There  are  few,  if  any,  management  objectives  listed  in  the 
RMP/EIS  for  the  DPCs.   The  BLM  Manual (Release  1-1468,  11/14/86, 
§1621. 31A2)  states  that  management  direction  should,  "[i]dentify 
the  range  of  management  practices  that  may  be  used  to  achieve  the 
vegetation  management  objectives."   The  RMP/EIS  should  list 
specific  practices  which  will  be  allowed  and  disallowed  within 
the  DPC  standards,  including  livestock  grazing  as  well  as 
agricultural  and  vegetative  manipulation  practices (IcK 
§1621.31A2a-c) . 

DPCs  propose  to  manage  only  104,620  acres  out  of  745,000  in 
the  RA.   No  matter  how  well  the  DPC  goals  are  met  there  is  great 
room  for  vegetative  degradation  in  the  majority  of  lands  not 
monitored  by  plant  community  maintenance.   The  DPCs  also  ignore 
many  important  areas  such  as  Thermal  Marsh  and  Mono  Pumice  Flat 
that  are  home  to  sensitive  species  and  unique  habitats.   The  DPC 
goals  and  standards  presented  leave  considerable  confusion  as  to 
their  implementation  and  fall  short  of  in  actual  environmental 
restoration  or  protection. 

Specific  Points: 

►  The  areas  on  which  DPC  goals  are  proposed  to  be  met  are  not 
clear (Appendix  1) — these  should  be  referenced  if  described 
elsewhere  in  the  document(p. 63) .   Map  delineations  or  plans 
to  provide  these  in  a  supplemental  document  are  needed. 

►  DPCs  are  defined  for  237,000  acres (p. 29)  while  areas 
proposed  for  management  involve  only  104,620  acres(p.36). 
Why  are  areas  defined  that  will  not  be  managed?   Which  lands 
in  the  237,000  make  up  the  104,620  to  be  managed?   These 
should  be  made  clear  in  maps. 

►  "Bureau  locatable  mineral  development  will  eliminate 
approximately  1,500  acres  of  vegetation  with  less  than  1% 
occurring  in  meadow,  riparian,  aspen,  and  old  growth 
vegetation  types" (p.200/Alt.  4).   What  type  of  vegetation  is 
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found  in  99%  of  the  acres  eliminated  by  locatable  mineral 

development? 

What  are  the  "regional  improvements,"  mentioned  on  page  200 

in  the  DPC  habitat  improvement  projects? 

MINERALS  AND  MINING: 

As  one  of  the  first  BLM  documents  in  California  to  plan  for 
hardrock  mining  operations  on  public  lands  we  acknowledge  the 
sincere  efforts  of  the  Bishop  RA  BLM.    Initiation  of  planning 
efforts  to  protect  the  environment  from  unnecessarily  destructive 
mining  practices  are  needed.   The  lands  and  outstanding  natural 
resources  embodied  by  the  Bishop  RA  are  of  particular 
significance  and  specific  hardrock  mining  management  plans  are 
essential. 

Nonetheless,  the  RMP/EIS  does  not  provide  satisfactory 
protection  of  natural  resources  from  mining  development  in  the 
Bishop  RA.   The  object  of  the  RMP/EIS  is  to,  "provide  for 
development  of  resources  while  protecting  or  enhancing 
environmental  values" (p. 3 5/ Alternatives) .   This  is  evidently  not 
being  achieved  under  the  given  alternatives.   For  example,  the 
preferred  alternative  proposes  a  1,900  acre  withdrawal  of  lands 
from  mining  development  while  the  current  management  is 
considering  a  greater  amount  of  30,000  acres(p. 37/Table  2-1). 
How  can  the  present  management  be  more  environmentally  protective 
than  the  proposed  action?   There  must  be  more  options.   The 
preferred  alternative  also  proposes  a  token  amount  of  acreage  for 
geothermal  leasing  withdrawals.   The  preferred  alternative  should 
further  protect  or  enhance  lands  from  current  mining  development 
policies. 

The  RMP/EIS  is  unclear  about  the  exact  locations  and 
description  of  the  areas  to  be  closed  to  hardrock  mining.   As 
stated  in  the  BLM  Manual (Release  1-1471,  11/14/86,  §1624 . 31Alb) , 
"[a]reas  which  are  or  will  be  closed  to  the  operation  of  the 
mining  laws  must  be  described  in  the  text  and  portrayed  on  a 
map" (emphasis  added) .   The  maps  provided  with  the  RMP/EIS  show 
boundaries  to  areas  to  be  closed  to  mining,  yet  these  are 
approximate  at  best,  and  no  description  of  the  areas  is  presented 
in  the  plan  text.   We  support  the  full  withdrawal  of  the  entire 
Southern  Inyo  Mountains  area  and  all  ACECs  in  the  resource  area. 
We  also  concur  with  the  mineral  withdrawal  recommendations  that 
the  BLM  made  in  their  draft  preferred  alternative  (circulated  in 
March  1990) ,  for  each  of  the  nine  management  areas  (MA) .   These 
include:  a  section  of  Braley  Creek  and  the  tule  elk  calving  area 
(Owens  Valley  MA) ;  a  three  mile  buffer  zone  against  geothermal 
development  around  the  Mono  Basin  National  Forest  Scenic  Area 
(Granite  Mountain  MA) ;  and  Virginia  Creek  (Bridgeport  Valley  MA) . 
Additionally,  all  Wild  and  Scenic  River  candidate 
segments (Appendix  2)  should  be  withdrawn. 
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We  support  locatable  and  leasable  mineral  withdrawals  to 
92-"    protect  all  historic,  cultural  and  archaeological  resources.   It 
is  also  necessary  to  withdraw  all  lands  from  mineral  entry,  that 
provide  habitat  for  state  or  federally  listed  threatened, 
endangered  or  candidate  species.   These  should  include,  but  not 
be  exclusive  to  the  habitats  of  the  species  listed  in  Appendix  5 
and  their  associated  habitats,  habitats  of  plants  and  animals 
identified  as  candidates  for  protection  as  threatened  or 
endangered  species  in  the  South  Inyo  MA,  and  the  Travertine  Hot 
Springs  ACEC  in  the  Bodie  Hills  MA.   Prior  to  withdrawal,  the 
plan  needs  to  define  and  submit  habitat  boundaries  since  the  plan 
contains  little  such  information.   Federal  law  states,  "[i]f 
there  is  any  unavoidable  conflict  with  an  endangered  species 
habitat  [in  regards  to  a  mining  operation],  a  plan  could  be 
rejected  based  .  .  .on  section  302(b)  of  the  Endangered  Species 
Act" (45  Federal  Register  78905).   By  enacting  withdrawals  to 
protect  the  integrity  of  habitats  of  threatened,  endangered  and 
candidate  species,  the  BLM  will  comply  with  federal  law  and  avoid 
future  compliance  conflicts. 

The  plan  also  presents  few  details  regarding  mining 
92-/2    decisions,  which  are  essential  to  public  analysis.   The  BLM 
Manual  (Id. ■  §3031)  describes  locatable  mineral  occurrence 
assessment  to  follow  a  specific  classification  system:   "The 
amount  of  land  in  each  class  is  to  be  calculated  by  management 
area  and  portrayed  in  a  table" (Id. .  §1624. 32B).   Pursuant  to  BLM 
policy  the  RMP/EIS  should  present  this  information  to  the  public, 
so  "decisions  concerning  resource  allocation  can  be  made  with  a 
more  complete  understanding  of  how  locatable  minerals  are  being 
impacted" (Id. ) . 

Under  the  projections  of  future  development  and  use 
92-13    (p.  176-180)  percentages  are  used  to  describe  locatable  mineral 
development  in  the  alternatives.   Percentages  of  locatable  and 
salables  are  deemed  "economically  feasible,"  "marginally 
economic,"  or  not  able  to  be  developed  "due  to  economic  or 
environmental  reasons" (p. 179) .   However,  the  basis  for 
determining  economic  feasibility  is  not  made  clear.   Are  current 
market  prices  used  for  gold?   Have  gold  price  increase  trends 
been  considered  and  used  to  determine  future  values  of  mineral 
deposits  and  their  future  marketabilities  during  the  life  of  the 
plan?  Discussion  of  economic  feasibility  determination  must  be 
presented  to  address  possible  changes  in  mining  potentials. 

Percentages  are  also  given  for  mineral  deposits  to  be 
withdrawn,  to  be  constrained  by  protection,  and  restricted  by 
requirements  brought  forth  in  the  RMP/EIS.   The  basis  of  these 
calculations  also  remains  unclear.   Are  these  numbers  based  on 
quantities,  volumes,  economic  values,  or  acreages?   Without  some 
clarification  and  substantiation  of  these  percentages,  the  public 
is  left  with  little  idea  or  reference  from  which  to  comprehend 
and  analyze  their  meaning  and  implication(p. 198/Alt.  4). 
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It  is  questionable  how  these  "super"  projects  will  make  a 
significant  contribution  to  the  tax  base  of  Mono  and  Inyo 
Counties (p. 179) .   What  portion  of  mine  operation  revenues  enter 
the  local  and  county  economies?   Data  on  current  mining  operation 
contributions  to  the  county's  tax  base  is  needed  to  allow  the 
public  to  determine  if  these  are  valid  arguments.   Large  mineral 
operations  are  only  temporary  rebirths  of  the  same  boom  and  bust 
industry  that  made  areas  such  as  Bodie  economically  grow  and  die 
almost  overnight.   What  will  be  left  when  the  deposits  are  spent 
and  the  operator  moves  on — holes  in  the  ground  and  an  expanded 
local  population  which  can  no  longer  be  supported?   The  long-term 
costs (including  environmental  costs)  and  benefits  that  these 
"super"  projects  have  to  the  county  need  to  be  considered  in  the 
RMP/EIS . 

The  National  Historic  Landmark  at  Bodie: 

The  Bodie  Bowl  and  Bodie  Hills  region,  including  Bodie 
Bluff,  the  High  Peak  Area,  the  Bodie  State  Historic/National 
Historic  Landmark  and  surrounding  lands,  is  a  species  and 
culturally  rich  environment.    Mining  projects  in  the  region  will 
create  numerous  irrevocable  environmental  impacts  on  the  various 
natural,  cultural  and  historic  resources  of  Bodie.   The  special 
nature  of  this  area  and  its  need  for  protection  is  acknowledged 
in  the  RMP/EIS  which  proposes  to  "[d]esignate  the  Bodie  Bowl  as 
an  ACEC  to  protect  visual  and  historic  values" (p. 65) .   The 
natural  resource  enhancement  alternative  for  the  Bodie  Hills  MA 
lists  to  "[p]ropose  a  locatable  mineral  withdrawal  for  the  Bodie 
Bowl."   We  fully  support  this  withdrawal  and  an  ACEC  designation, 
as  they  are  key  to  retaining  the  integrity  of  the  unique  cultural 
resources  at  Bodie . 

" [GJuidelines  to  prevent  unnecessary  and  undue  degradation 
in  the  Bodie  State  Historic  Landmark" (p. 66) ,  should  be  strictly 
predefined  by  Visual  Resource  Management (VRM)  I  standards,  as 
prescribed  by  the  VRM  maps.   Bodie  Hills  MA  rationale  includes 
the  statement,  "[t]he  management  area  will  remain  open  to 
mining,"  while  the  Bodie  Bowl  mining  activities  will  be  limited 
to  activities  which  will  not  diminish  the  historic  integrity  of 
the  National  Landmark(p.66) .   The  VRM  criteria  need  much  greater 
detail  than  is  presented  in  Appendix  4 ,  and  should  describe 
limits  to  activities  and  allowable  surface  disturbances.   Almost 
any  mining  activity  will  be  in  conflict  with  the  VRM  1  standards 
for  Bodie  Bowl  which  only  "provides  for  natural  ecological 
changes" (emphasis  added),  and  "level[s]  of  change  to  the 
characteristic  landscape" (p. 263/Appendix  4). 

Final  decisions  regarding  the  management  and  protection  of 
the  resources,  including  scenic  values,  at  Bodie  must  be  made 
after  boundary  determinations  for  the  National  Historic  Landmark 
are  complete.   National  Historic  Landmark  boundary  determinations 
by  the  National  Park  Service (NPS)  may  be  subject  to  the  National 
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Historic  Preservation  Act  process(16  U.S.C.  470  et  seq.  §106), 
which  mandates  that  all  federal  project!  involving  landmarks 
require  consultation  with  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic 
Preservation,  whose  discretionary  decisions  are  guided  by 
specific  regulations  outlined  in  36  C.F.R.  §800.  Without 
boundaries,  potential  projects  and  impacts  to  the  Landmark  cannot 
properly  assessed.   Boundary  determinations  are  tentatively 
scheduled  for  approval  sometime  in  February  (personal 
communication  with  Margret  Pepin-Donat,  NPS-Western  Regional 
Officer,  San  Francisco) .   The  official  boundaries  and  the  related 
management  policies  should  not  be  determined  prior  to  that  time, 
for  the  above  mentioned  reasons.   If  these  boundary 
determinations  are  not  complete  at  the  time  of  issuance  of  the 
final  RHP/EIS,  then  plans  for  an  addendum  should  be  presented  in 
the  final  document. 

Furthermore,  hardrock  mining  in  the  Bodie  Bowl  is  in  direct 
conflict  with  Senate  Joint  Resolution  60  of  August  22,  1990  which 
calls  for  protection  of  a  7,000  acre  area  of  Bodie  Bowl.   In 
addition,  the  BLM's  document,  "Recreation  2000,  A  strategic  Plan 
for  California  Recreation,"  defines  the  Bodie  Bowl  Management 
Area  of  7200  acres,  in  which  "gold  mining  [is]  incompatible  in 
adjacent  lands."    The  RMP/EIS  should  be  as  specific  as  possible 
in  showing  locations  of  all  current  and  potential  mining 
activities,  ownership  of  lands  to  be  worked,  adjacent  affected 
lands  including  WSAs,  and  explanations  of  conflicts  in  existing 
management  policies.   In  accordance  with  BLM  recreation  policy, 
VRM  I  standards,  the  Congressional  Resolution,  and  National 
Historic  Landmark  guidelines,  the  Bodie  Bowl  must  be  withdrawn 
from  mineral  entry. 

Specific  Points: 

►  The  RMP/EIS  states,  "the  areas  likely  to  experience 
development  are  those  within  or  near  mining  districts" (p. 
180) .   Where  are  these  historical  mining  districts? 

►  "Yearlong  protection"  allows  locatable  mineral  exploration 
and  development  to  continue  with  appropriate  mitigation,  but 
methods  are  not  described.   All  methods  should  be  listed  for 
each  specifically  designated  area.   For  example,  what  will 
be  allowed  to  occur  in  the  Alabama  Hills  ACEC  (p. 81),  and 
the  Bodie  Bowl?  Standard  operating  procedures  need  to  be 
developed  and  presented  in  the  RMP/EIS,  specific  for  the 
Bodie  Bowl  and  the  entire  RA,  in  addition  to  the  few 
described  for  mining  in  Appendix  7. 

►  What  is  the  difference  between  areas  being  "effectively 
withdrawn"  from  mineral  development  (p. 93) ,  areas  withdrawn, 
and  areas  where  minerals  cannot  be  developed,  in  terms  of 
management  policy? 

Table  2-1  (p. 37)  lists  2,000  acres 
withdrawals  under  all  alternatives. 
Bishop  Petroglyph  Loop  lands?   The 
are  not  made  evident  in  the  plan. 
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Under  the  Area-Wide  Alternatives  and  Rationale  for  Preferred 

Alternative (p. 39-50)  the  geothermal  and  salable  minerals  are 

limited  to  the  "constraints  of  the  plan."  Are  the 

constraints  merely  the  areas  delineated  by  the  maps? 

'Constraints',  in  management  terms,  need  explanation. 

The  RMP/EIS  states,  "[development  of  5%  of  the  placer  gold 

deposits  may  be  restricted  on  10  creeks  due  to  wild  and 

scenic  river  interim  management  policy" (p. 198/Alt.  4). 

Where  are  these  placer  gold  deposits? 

Potential  monetary  losses  of  $9  million  in  locatables  and 

$26,000  in  salables  to  the  local  tax  base  are  described  in 

the  conclusion  of  the  preferred  alterative,  yet  an 

explanation  of  how  these  figures  were  determined  is  absent 

in  the  plan.   Are  these  figures  net  or  gross  losses?   How 

were  these  monetary  figures  determined? 

An  explanation  of  how  mining  restrictions  in  the  Bodie  Bowl 

represent  a  $1  billion  dollar  loss  and  reduction  in  250 

jobs,  from  potential  developments  under  Alternatives  1  and 

2,  must  be  presented (p. 19 9/Alt.  4). 

Mineral  location  withdrawals  along  the  Pat  Keyes  Trail  are 

essential. 

VISUAL  RESOURCES: 

The  Bishop  RA  contains  some  of  the  most  spectacular  visual 
resource  qualities  in  the  nation.   The  fantastic  descent  of  the 
Sierra  Nevada  Mountain  Range  is  nowhere  more  dramatic  than  in  the 
Owens  Valley.   The  contrast  between  the  wooded,  grandiose  Sierras 
and  the  dry,  austere  mountains  of  the  high  desert  Basin  and  Range 
is  superb — and  visible  at  a  variety  of  panoramic  viewpoints  in 
the  RA.   These,  and  many  other  special,  scenic  aspects  of  the  RA 
do  not  go  unappreciated.   The  RMP/EIS  acknowledges  this  in  its 
statement  that,  "[v]isitors  to  the  eastern  Sierra  are  attracted 
by  its  magnificent  scenery" (p. 117) .   These  visual  resources 
deserve  the  utmost  protection  in  the  RMP/EIS. 

The  RMP/EIS  assigns  VRM  classifications  to  some  RA  lands, 
but  falls  short  in  its  attempt  to  protect  visual  resources  using 
this  method.   First,  the  VRM  maps  presented  in  the  plan  are  small 
and  imprecise,  making  boundary  determinations  difficult  for  the 
classified  lands.   Why  were  VRM  maps  produced  in  only  page  size, 
while  Land  Status,  Vegetation,  Land  Use,  etc.  were  given  much 
larger  and  more  detailed  map  coverage?   The  given  maps  have 
little  intrinsic  use  to  the  public  or  to  the  Area  Manager  and 
will  serve  only  to  further  obscure  management  action  decisions. 

Second,  description  of  impacts  to  visual  resources  resulting 
from  route  designations  is  nonspecific  and  difficult  to  follow. 
The  preferred  alternative  states  that,  "impacts  to  visual 
resources  from  route  designations  would  be  the  same  as 
Alternative  3"(p.l83).   Upon  reading  alternative  3  we  find  that, 
"[r]oute  designations  would  benefit  local  visual  resources  more 
than  Alternatives  1  and  2 , "  leading  us  to  alternative  2  for 
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answers.   In  Alternative  2  there  is  no  reference  to  route 
designations (except  by  the  word  "etc."  .  n  p. 182).   In  Alternative 
1  the  RMP/EIS  uses  only  general  terms  to  describe  " [s]ome  slight 
to  moderate  localized  benefits  to  visual  resources  would  occur 
from  ...2)  route  designations,  especially  in  Bridgeport,  Long 
Valley,  Bodie  Hills,  and  Owens  Valley  MAS  where  hillside  road 
scars  would  be  eliminated" (p. 182) .   The  public  has  no  idea  of  the 
specific  areas  involved,  the  amount  of  land  disturbed  or 
protected  by  route  designations  and  is  given  no  information  on 
how  these  designations  are  to  be  conducted.   It  is  impossible  to 
form  an  opinion  on  this  aspect  of  the  plan  when  the  presentation 
of  the  subject  is  so  ambiguous. 

Third,  although  the  RMP  states  that  "LADWP  lands  are  not 
managed  primarily  for  scenic  values" (p. 182) ,  what  will  happen  in 
the  case  that  the  watershed  withdrawals  are  revoked?    How  will 
these  lands  be  managed  for  visual  resources?   Areas  proposed  for 
acquisition  should  be  pre-designated  as  VRM  class  I,  II,  or  III 
in  the  RMP/EIS. 

Finally,  the  impacts  that  the  proposed  transmission  line 
corridor  would  have  on  BLM  lands  are  given  only  cursory  review  in 
the  RMP/EIS.   One  sentence  of  description  in  each  of  only  two  of 
the  four  alternatives  does  not  constitute  an  adequate  analysis  of 
impacts  to  the  resources  involved(p.l83) .   Further,  VRMs  are  one 
of  the  main  ways  the  RMP/EIS  proposes  to  manage  mining  and 
minerals  development,  yet  the  impacts  to  visual  resources  are 
described  in  two  pages.   This  is  a  wholly  insufficient  analysis. 
NEPA  demands  more  detail. 

From  the  short,  nonspecific  definitions  of  VRM  standards 
provided  in  Appendix  4  the  BLM  cannot  ensure  that  "unnecessary 
and  undue  degradation,"  as  prohibited  by  the  Federal  Land  Policy 
Management  Act(43  U.S.  C.  §  1732(b)),  is  prevented.   Each  VRM 
needs  more  specific  policy  definitions,  embracing  known  and 
predicted  future  activities  to  be  allowed,  degrees  of  actions  to 
be  authorized,  and  substantive  constraints  to  protect  scenic 
qualities.   Without  any  specifics  it  is  impossible  to  effectively 
manage  areas  in  the  Bishop  RA  by  the  decisions  set  forth  in  the 
RMP/EIS . 

Specific  Points: 

►  The  RMP/EIS  states  that  "[a]ctions  violating  VRM  classes 
will  not  be  allowed" (p. 27,  Area  Manager's  Guidelines).   This 
seems  to  be  in  conflict  with  the  mineral  exploration  maps 
for  Alternatives  3  &  4. 

►  Regarding  the  statement  that,  "[l]ocatable  mineral 
development  would  adversely  affect  short  segments  of 
viewsheds  (between  20  and  40  miles)  at  specific  locations 
along  Federal,  state  and  county  roads" (p. 182-183/Alt.  3  & 
4) ,  we  disagree  that  these  are  considered  short  segments  of 
viewsheds.   Assumptions  need  to  be  explained. 
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The  "additional  benefits  to  scenery  in  105,000  acres" (p. 
183)  are  left  unexamined  by  the  RMP/EIS.  What  are  these 
benefits  and  how  are  there  impacts  determined? 

RECREATION: 

Recreation  is  highly  important  in  the  Eastern  Sierras  as  a 
whole  representing  the  primary  use  in  the  Forest  Service  Inyo 
National  Forest  and  increasing  use,  in  intensity  and  diversity, 
throughout  the  BLM  Bishop  Resource  Area.   It  is  imperative  that 
the  RMP/EIS  land  use  plans  take  into  consideration  increasing 
recreational  uses,  such  as  Off  Road  Vehicle (ORV)  riding,  and 
propose  supplementary  plans  to  protect  resources  which  are 
increasingly  threatened  by  recreational  uses. 

The  plan  is  most  deficient  in  its  coverage  of  Special 
Resource  Management  Area(SMRA)  direction,  with  limited  amounts  of 
ac ■■  lal  management  determinations.    Some  direction  is  given  in 
the  Area-Wide  Alternative,  which  states  that  it  will  manage  the 
Bodie  Bowl  SRMA  "to  preserve  Bodie' s  historic  integrity,"  and 
manage  the  Alabama  Hills  SMRA  "to  provide  a  variety  of  recreation 
and  to  protect  the  unique  geologic  features  and  scenic 
values" (p. 49) .   Further,  a  few  objectives  are  also  presented  in 
the  MA  Alternatives  for  Bodie  Bowl  SMRA(p.65,  Bodie  Hills  MA, 
Alt.  4)  and  the  Alabama  Hills  SMRA(p.82,  Owens  Valley  MA,  Alt. 
4),  including  VRM  standards.   However,  these  general  management 
directives  in  no  way  constitute  the  requirements  for  resource 
management  planning  determinations,  as  spelled  out  in  the  BLM 
Manual (Release  1-1470,  11/14/86,  §1623. 41A).   SRMA  direction 
should  include,  but  is  not  limited  to: 

(1)  identifying  the  physical,  social  and  managerial 
settings  that  are  to  be  maintained,  and  the 
recreational  activities  that  are  to  be  provided, 

(2)  identifying  general  recreation  management  strategies, 
including  major  actions  that  may  be  required  to 
maintain  approved  settings  and  limitations  that  may 
have  to  be  placed  on  other  potential  land  uses, 

(3)  and  establishing  activity  planning  priorities  fid. 
§1623.42a-d) . 

Additionally,  the  lands  of  these  SRMAs,  particularly  Bodie 
Bowl,  are  in  currently  poor  condition.   There  exists  a  very  real 
and  serious  threat  to  the  unique  environments  in  these  areas  from 
the  continued  use  of  ORVs.   Because  of  this  it  is  paramount  that 
the  RMP/EIS  also  include  designations  of  all  public  lands  in  the 
SRMA  as  either  open,  closed,  or  limited  to  ORV  use.   These 
designations  must  be  delineated  on  a  map  and  any  special 
limitations  must  be  clearly  described  and  fully  substantiated  in 
appropriate  sections  of  the  RMP/EIS(Id^,  §1623. 42e). 

The  Impacts  on  Recreation  Opportunities  section  of  the 
RMP/EIS  is  also  deficient,  beginning  with  a  general,  unsupported 
statement,  "[t]his  alternative  would  provide  recreation 
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opportunities  and  experiences  resulting  in  a  user  satisfaction 
level  of  above  average  to  high" (p. 185) .   It  is  important  to 
provide  the  public  with  a  reference  when  using  words  such  as 
■average'  and  'high1.   Explain  how  these  determinations  are  made. 
Without  such  clarification,  the  statement  is  meaningless  to  the 
reader. 

Specific  Points: 

►  Alternatives  3  &  4  propose  the  prohibition  of  snowmobiling 
on  5,700  acres  of  sage  grouse  wintering  areas  in  the  Bodie 
Hills  MA,  where  "low  use"  has  been  noted(p. 185) .   .How  are 
these  usage  determinations  and  boundaries  to  the  prohibition 
determined? 

►  The  RMP/EIS  states,  " [s]ome  hot  tubs  would  be  closed  or 
mitigated  to  protect  wildlife  or  wetlands" (p. 186/Alt. 4) . 
Which  areas,  in  specific,  would  be  closed  and  which 
resources  would  be  protected  in  particular?   Plans  to 
promote  "hot  tubbing"  in  the  Long  Valley  area  appear  to 
conflict  with  goals  to  prevent  degradation  of  unique 
habitats  at  hot  springs. 

►  The  preferred  alternative  explains  that  fishing 
opportunities  would  increase  an  average  of  26%  in  the 
Coleville,  Bridgeport  Valley,  Owens  Valley  and  Bodie  Hills 
MAs,  due  to  grazing  restrictions,  diversion  limitations,  and 
habitat  improvement  projects.   How  was  the  percentage  figure 
derived?   Is  this  a  land  acreage  figure?  Also,  the  habitat 
improvement  projects,  diversion  limitations  and  grazing 
restrictions,  if  explained  elsewhere  in  the  document,  need 
to  be  referenced  in  this  section  of  the  RMP/EIS. 

►  No  new  route  designations  should  be  made  unless  they  are 
balanced  by  the  reclamation  of  existing  routes  and/or  scars. 
For  example,  the  two  additional  4WD  connector  routes 
proposed  in  the  preferred  alternative  in  the  Bodie  Hills 
should  be  matched,  mile  for  mile,  with  reclaimed, 
recontoured  and  revegetated  roads. 

►  We  disagree  with  the  statement  in  the  preferred  alternative 
of  the  RMP/EIS  stating,  "[a]  salable  mineral  prohibition  in 
south  Tableland  would  maintain  natural  values  in 
perpetuity" (p. 187) .   Are  there  other  potential  uses  of  the 
land  in  exception  to  salable  mineral  development?   It  is 
doubtful  that  the  natural  values  of  the  area  could  be 
maintained  in  perpetuity  on  a  salable  mineral  withdrawal 
alone . 

►  What  is  the  'long  term',  in  reference  to  the  plan  statement 
that  "portions  of  Dog  Creek  and  Virginia  Creek  under  the 
present  mineral  withdrawal (160  acres)  would  be  protected  in 
the  long  term" (p. 187) ?  What  does  this  represent  in  years? 

►  Most  visitors  desire  a  primitive  experience  in  the  Slinkard 
Valley  and  the  need  for  a  trail  in  ACEC  unwarranted. 
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LIVESTOCK  GRAZING: 

Grazing  on  Bureau  lands  within  the  Bishop  RA  is  a  major 
threat  to  wildlife  populations  in  the  planning  area.   Livestock 
grazing  as  currently  permitted  by  the  Bureau  is  harming  riparian 
resources,  water  quality  and  wildlife  values.   Damages  to  one 
vegetative  resource  are  recorded  in  the  RMP/EIS  which  reveals  a 
distressing  trend.   A  1980  study  found  86%  of  an  887  acre  of 
aspen  habitat  in  good  to  excellent  vegetative  condition  and  a 
1988  resurvey  found  only  21%  in  good  to  excellent  vegetative 
condition(p.l32) .   Moreover,  comparison  of  conditions  described 
in  the  earlier  EISs  and  data  in  Table  3-7 (p. 134)  of  the  RMP/EIS 
further  supports  the  conclusion  that  ecological  conditions  have 
not  improved  at  all.   Disclosure  of  data  which  clearly  documents 
the  declining  condition  of  the  range  since  the  MFP's  were 
implemented  is  required  by  NEPA  and  would  reveal  the  need  to 
overhaul  the  grazing  analysis  in  the  RMP/EIS. 

Damage  by  grazing  is  also  documented  to  state-listed 
threatened  and  endangered  plants,  and  federal  candidate  plant 
species.   The  plan  states  that,  "[s]ome  sensitive  plant  habitats 
are  currently  being  degraded  by  the  effects  of  summer-long 
continuous  livestock  use.   In  some  cases,  plant  vigor  has  been 
reduced  and  the  ability  of  plants  to  flower  and  disperse  seed  is 
adversely  af fected" <p. 136) .   Do  these  examples  indicate  the  trend 
for  the  overall  vegetative  and  ecological  condition  in  the  RA? 
The  damages  to  vegetative  resources  discussed  above  may 
constitute  a  violation  section  7  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 

The  RMP/EIS  must  disclose  new  information  on  the  current 
status  of  the  grazing  allotment  lands  including  all  cumulative 
impacts  to  Management  Areas  that  have  occurred  over  the  last  ten 
years.   Further,  the  BLM  is  obligated  to  provide  more  information 
about  the  grazing  program  in  the  plan  than  is  provided  in 
Appendix  5  to  describe  the  "ecological  status" (BLM  Manual, 
Release  1-1469,  11/14/86,  §1622. 31A2).   Pursuant  to  the  BLM 
Manual  the  resource  management  plan  must  address: 

(1)  grazing  management  actions,  identifying  the  basic 
treatments  that  may  be  used  to  meet  management 
objectives  and  the  general  types,  locations  and 
magnitude (miles,  acres,  number)  of  range  improvements 
for  allotments, 

(2)  constraints  on  livestock  grazing,  identifying  types  of 
constraints  to  protect  or  enhance  other  resource 
values,  such  as  riparian  areas,  threatened  and 
endangered  species,  crucial  wildlife  habitat,  and  wild 
horse  or  burro  habitat  and  including  special  management 
activities  to  protect  or  enhance  those  values, 

(3)  and,  use  adjustment  criteria,  establishing  general 
guidelines  or  criteria  for  guiding  future  adjustments 
in  stocking  levels,  season  of  use,  or  other  grazing 
management  activities (Id. .  §1622. 31A3b,c,e) . 
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Regardless  of  the  lack  of  critical  grazing  information  the 
RMP/EIS  bases  its  grazing  decisions  on  two  outdated  documents, 
the  Benton-Owens  Valley  and  Bodie-Coleville  Grazing  EISs(p.25). 
No  reasoning  to  support  the  validity  of  these  8-10  year  old 
documents  is  presented  in  the  plan,  making  decisions  based  on 
these  EISs  highly  questionable.   Only  livestock  decisions  such  as 
stocking  levels  (AUMs) ,  seasons  of  use  and  utilization  rates  are 
incorporated  into  the  RMP/EIS  and  by  reference  to  the  EISs. 
Without  adequate  new  data,  the  public  and  other  agencies  are 
prevented  from  evaluating  the  efficacy  of  management  decisions. 

Specific  Points: 

►  The  MA  alternatives  list  the  changing  from  cattle  to  sheep 
as  a  decision  throughout  various  areas  in  the  RA(e.g. 
p.201/Alt.  3  &  4) .   What  is  the  reasoning  behind  this?  Are 
there  economic,  ecological  or  management  advantages  to  such 
a  change?  If  evidence  exists,  supporting  the  idea  that 
sheep  are  less  intensive  users  of  land  than  cattle,  it 
should  be  explained. 

►•    How  exactly  will  the  Bureau  actions,  "force  4  sheep 
operators  out  of  business" (p. 201/Alt.  3  &  4)? 

►  The  plan  should  include  a  description  of  the  RA's  overall 
grazing  monitoring  program,  and  how  it  has  been  implemented 
since  enactment  of  the  grazing  EIS's  for  the  Benton-Owens 
Valley  and  the  Bodie-Coleville  MFPs. 

►  Data  is  needed  to  document  the  current  overall  ecological 
condition  of  the  range  in  the  Bishop  Resource  Area,  as  is 
shown  by  results  collected  since  implementation  of  the  EISs 
for  the  MFPs,  nearly  ten  years  ago. 

►  The  RMP/EIS  states  that,  "development  or  revision  of  10 
AMP's  and  construction  of  new  range  improvements  have 
improved  livestock  distribution  causing  a  subsequent 
improvement  in  ecological  vegetation  condition  and  wildlife 
habitat" (p. 143) .   Data  is  needed  to  support  this  finding. 
In  addition,  which  are  the  10  AMPs  mentioned? 

WILDLIFE: 

Considering  the  plethora  of  wildlife  inhabiting  the  Bishop 
RA  lands  the  RMP/EIS  does  little  to  describe  impacts  to  these 
species.   The  plan  heavily  stresses  the  protection  of  a  very 
limited  number  of  harvest  species  and  excludes  the  bulk  of 
wildlife  populations  associated  with  range,  river  and  riparian 
ecosystems . 


Among  the  few  species  discussed  are  mule  deer,  tule  elk, 
quail,  sage  grouse,  and  pronghorn — all  huntable  species.   The 
plan  also  documents  a  significant  degree  of  negative  impacts  to 
sage  grouse  habitat  and  populations  slightly 
. .decline  in  quail  habitat  and  numbers 
..cumulative  regionwide  deer  habitat  and 
populations  would  be  moderately  degraded (p. 191) ;  and 
...cumulative  effect  would  be  a  slight  negative  impact  on  overall 
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tule  elk  habitat  conditions (p. 192) .   The  impacts  to  sensitive 
species  are  also  described  as  adverse.   The  RMP/EIS  explains, 
" [t]he  majority  of  the  60+  sensitive  species  in  the  region  would 
be  highly  susceptible  to  habitat  degradation  or  loss  over  the 
next  20  year" (p. 197) .   Since  the  plan  has  a  goal  to  "protect  or 
enhance  environmental  values" (p. 49) ,  these  potential  impacts  to 
wildlife  as  well  as  omitted  impacts  are  not  completely 
acceptable. 

The  discussion  of  impacts  to  threatened  and  endangered 
species  is  outlandishly  short.   The  preferred  alternative 
includes  only  a  general  statement,  referencing  only  3  of  the  3  2 
species  listed  in  Appendix  6.   The  details  related  to  actions 
which  may  affect  these  federally  endangered  species:   Owens  tui 
chub,  Owens  pupfish  and  Lahontan  cutthroat  trout(p.l97)  are 
completely  ignored.   Instead  the  plan  informs  the  public  of 
general  "regionwide  actions" (p. 197)  which  may  imperil  wildlife. 

Further,  the  BLM  requires  the  RMP  to  "(d]etermine 
affirmative  conservation  measures  to  improve  habitat  conditions 
and  resolve  resource  conflicts  for  listed,  proposed  and  candidate 
species"  (BLM  Manual,  Release  1-1469,  11/14/86,  §1622  .  HA3f )  . 
This  requirement  is  not  met  by  the  nonspecific,  cursory  review  in 
this  plan  which  leaves  90%  of  the  threatened  and  endangered 
species  unexamined.   The  provisions  in  the  Endangered  Species  Act 
further  explicate  the  need  for  more  details  in  the  document's 
discussion  of  impacts  to  threatened  and  endangered  species.   The 
plan  must  detail  which  specific  foreseeable  actions  may 
potentially  jeopardize  specific  federally  or  state  listed  or 
candidate  species  in  reference  to  specific  locations  in  the  RA. 

For  each  section  on  wildlife  impacts  we  have  listed  a  number 
of  points  needing  clarification  in  the  final  RMP/EIS.   These  are 
as  follows: 

Impact  on  Sage  Grouse  and  Quail: 

►  The  RMP/EIS  submits  up  to  6%  increases  in  Sage  grouse 
populations  through  key  habitat  improvements,  and  quail 
population  decreases  of  up  to  7%(p.l89,  Alt.  4).   Supporting 
data  and/or  references  are  needed  to  explain  the  derivation 
of  these  figures. 

Impact  on  Mule  Deer: 

►  In  Alternative  4  the  RMP/EIS  lists  regionwide  actions 
affecting  mule  deer  habitat,  including  highway  expansion  and 
ski  area  development (p. 191) ,  yet  these  actions  are  not 
described  anywhere  in  the  document.   Are  these  proposed 
actions  involving  BLM  lands?   If  so,  where  are  they 
proposed?  When  and  what  do  they  entail? 

►  In  the  Impacts  on  Mule  Deer  section  of  the  RMP/EIS  the 
statement  is  made  that,  "[d]eer  mortalities  from  vehicle 
collisions  substantially  reduce  the  regional  deer 
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population" (p. 191/Alt.  4).   What  affect  will  the  proposed 
highway  expansion  have  on  the  reginnal  deer  populations? 

►  Hydroelectric  projects  along  some  major  streams  are 
predicted  to  eliminate  or  reduce  the  size  of  riparian  areas 
and  negatively  affect  deer  habitats (p. 191) .   The  projects 
and  streams  involved  and  the  potential  threats  to  the  deer 
habitat  must  be  specifically  described. 

Impact  on  Tule  Elk: 

►  Disturbances  to  tule  elk  habitat  conditions,  listed  in  the 
preferred  alternative,  do  not  include  the  transmission  line 
corridor.   This  will  clearly  have  impacts  to  tule  elk 
habitat  conditions  and  impacts  must  be  described. 

►  The.  conclusion  to  impact  on  tule  elk  states,  "  [o]ver  the 
long  term,  regionwide  tule  elk  numbers  would  be  expected  to 
remain  near  current  levels  or  decline  slightly" (p. 192)  . 
This  is  not  an  acceptable  conclusion  for  the  natural 
resource  enhancement  alternative  whose  purpose  is  to 
"maintain  or  improve  the  condition  of  the  natural 
environment" (p . 3  5 ) . 

Impact  on  Pronghorn: 

►  What  are  the  8  allotments  on  which  an  increase  in  forage 
will  be  allocated  to  pronghorn(p.l94/Alt.  4)? 

►  The  RMP/EIS  states  that  the,  "  [subdivision  of  private  lands 
for  residential  development  is  expected  to  fragment 
pronghorn  habitat  on  the  White  Mountain  bajada,"  but  does 
not  describe  the  approximate  locations  of  potential 
developments,  nor  does  the  document  provide  maps  to  describe 
these  areas.   If  commercial  and  private  land  developments 
are  to  be  used  describing  impacts  to  native  wildlife,  then 
these  areas  need  to  be  defined  and  more  adequately  described 
in  order  for  the  public  to  determine  their  potential  threat, 
direct  and  indirect,  to  public  lands  resources (p. 194/Alt. 
4). 

►  The  preferred  alternative  mentions  the  disposal  of  BLM  lands 
in  the  areas  of  Benton  and  Hammil  Valley  which  would 
contribute  to  development  impacts  on  pronghorn  habitat (p. 
194) .   Again,  these  disposals  need  referencing,  at  minimum. 
in  the  impacts  section. 

Impact  on  Riparian  and  Fisheries  Habitat: 

►  The  habitat  improvement  projects,  among  the  many  other 
factors  affecting  riparian  and  fisheries  habitat  in  the 
Bishop  Resource  Area  need  to  be  referenced,  if  described  in 
greater  detail  elsewhere  in  the  document (p. 195) . 

►  What  are  the,  "[p]redicted  increases  in  recreation  levels," 
which  would,  "increase  demand  for  riparian  and  fisheries 
resources  and  compound  existing  impacts."? 

►  The  RMP/EIS  explains  that,  " [ i ] mprovements  in  habitat 
conditions  would  also  increase  fisheries  productivity,  and 
help  meet  the  growing  demand  for  riparian  and  fisheries 
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resources."   What  methods  will  be  used  to  balance  the 
protection  and  the  recreational  use  of  these  resources?   Are 
there  specific  fish  levels  where  use  must  terminate  and 
protective  measures  begin?   In  addition,  how  is  the 
productivity  and  ecological  "health"  of  a  riparian  area 
measured  and  monitored? (p. 195) . 

Impact  on  Threatened  and  Endangered  Species: 

►  What  are  the  14  populations  of  4  sensitive  animal  species 
that  would  be  substantially  impacted  by  locatable  mineral 
development (p. 197) ? 

►  The  management  of  81,000  acres  out  of  750,000,  for 
threatened  and  endangered  species  comprises  roughly  only  10% 
of  the  resource  area.   This  is  a  completely  inadequate 
amount (p. 197) . 

WILDERNESS  STUDY  AREAS: 

Of  the  750,000  acres  to  be  managed  by  the  RMP/EIS,  288,618 
acres  are  designated  wilderness  study  areas (WSA).   These  lands 
encompass  some  unique  and  varied  Great  Basin  habitats  including: 
the  Slinkard  Valley,  adjacent  to  the  Carson-Iceberg  Wilderness; 
much  of  the  Bodie  Mountains  including  Mount  Biedeman;  Granite 
Mountain  and  Walford  Springs  east  of  Mono  Lake;  the  Volcanic 
Tablelands-Fish  Slough  area  north  of  Bishop;  and  50,000  acres  in 
the  southern  Inyo  Mountains.   These  lands  were  designated  to 
secure  and  preserve  untrammeled  lands  from  development  and 
misuse,  to  protect  their  unique  wilderness  values,  and  to 
maintain  them  for  possible  future  inclusion  into  the  national 
wilderness  system. 

The  RMP/EIS  almost  completely  ignores  the  subject  of  WSAs. 
Aside  from  the  insufficient  acreage  recommended  for  the  Southern 
Inyo  Mountains  by  the  1987  Benton-Owens  Valley/Bodie-Coleville 
Final  Wilderness  EIS,  no  other  WSA  lands  are  identified  or 
described.   This  lacK  of  information  regarding  17  other  WSAs 
within  the  RA  that  can  still  be  considered  for  wilderness  does 
not  meet  the  requirements  for  RMPs.   The  BLM  Manual (Release  1- 
1470,  11/14/86,  §1623. 61A)  states,  "[t]hrough  resource  management 
planning,  areas  identified  as  having  wilderness  characteristics 
are  evaluated  to  determine  if  they  are  suitable  or  not  suitable 
for  preservation  as  wilderness." 

The  RMP/EIS  must  include  complete  descriptions  of  each  WSA 
within  the  Bishop  RA,  assess  their  potential  for  wilderness,  and 
submit  recommendations,  or  make  firm  plans  to  do  so  in  an  EIS 
supplement  or  addendum.   In  addition,  the  18  WSAs  and  the  Section 
202  WSAs,  completely  left  out  of  the  plan,  should  be  identified 
for  the  primary  purpose  of  ensuring  that  they  are  treated  as  de 
facto  wilderness  until  Congress  can  make  a  final  determination  on 
BLM  wilderness  in  California.   Wilderness  recommendations  should 
include  much  more  than  27,420  acres  for  the  South  Inyo  Mountains, 
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as  well  as  acreage  in  the  Granite  Mountain  area,  Bodie  Hills, 
the  Volcanic  Tableland. 

T.AND  OWNERSHIP  AND  AUTHORIZATIONS: 


and 


A  number  of  the  proposed  land  acquisitions  are  well  chosen 
properties  and  would  greatly  aid  in  the  preservation  of  unique 
habitats  in  the  Bishop  Resource  Area.   These  include:   the  Conway 
Ranch  which  contains  a  unique  trans-montane  alkali  marsh  would  be 
protected  from  commercial  hotel  development;  areas  around  Black 
Lake  which  would  protect  important  bird  nesting  areas;  and 
Cinnamon  Meadows,  which  is  presently  open  for  purchase.   The  fate 
of  these  and  many  other  special  areas,  if  unacquired,  need 
discussion  in  the  RMP. 

The  congressional  watershed  withdrawals  established  by 
congressional  Executive  Order  in  the  1930 's  should  not  be  revoked 
across  the  board  without  firm  plans  to  acquire  and  protect  every 
acre  of  the  released  lands.   As  they  stand  now,  the  withdrawals 
provide  protection  on  600,000  acres  of  public  land  from 
development  and  degradation.   We  are  concerned  that  revocation  of 
the  Act  of  Congress  of  1931  will  affect  not  only  federal  water 
rights  on  Bureau  land,  but  also  federal  reserved  water  rights  on 
lands  within  the  Mono  Basin  which  could  severely  impact  lands  in 
the  basin  and  in  the  RA. 

Specific  Points: 

►    The  map  portraying  existing  watershed  withdrawals  is 

incomplete.   The  Scenic  Area,  while  under  Forest  Service 
jurisdiction,  also  has  withdrawn  lands  and  that  status 
should  be  shown(p. 141) . 

CULTURAL  AND  PALEONTOLOGICAL  RESOURCES: 

A  number  of  projects  are  listed  for  development  under  the 
preferred  alternative,  including:   an  environmental  education 
center;  programs  with  schools;  and  numerous  interpretive  plans. 
However,  these  potential  projects  are  inadequately 
described (p. 205) .   Since  "funding  is  allocated  on  the  basis  of 
needs  identified  in  plans  such  as  this  [the  RMP/EIS] " (Bishop  RA 
BLM  Letter,  12/21/90).   The  more  specific  the  projects  can  be 
described,  the  better  the  chance  actualization.   The  project 
descriptions  should  include  locations  of  future  sites  of  centers 
and  displays,  methods  of  implementing  programs,  and  time-frames 
for  project  commencement (p. 205) . 

The  BLM  Manual (Release  1-1470,  11/14/86,  §1623. 11A2)  states 
that  a  resource  management  plan  must,  "[ijdentify  management 
actions  necessary  to  achieve  the  management  objectives."   The 
RMP/EIS  proposes  some  fine  management  goals,  including,  those  to 
"...protect  and  interpret  the  historic  Dogtown  site(p. 60/Alt .  4), 
". . . [f ]ormulate  guidelines  to  prevent  unnecessary  and  undue 
degradation  in  the  Bodie  Historic  Landmark (p. 66/Alt.  4),  and 
" . . . [d]evelop  an  activity  plan  for  stabilization,  restoration  and 
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interpretation  of  Manzanar" (p.82/Alt.  4).   There  is  no 
description  of  any  specific  actions  that  will  be  used  to  achieve 
these  management  goals.   Management  actions,  as  prescribed  by  the 
BLM  Manual  for  RMPs,  may  include  but  are  not  limited  to 
"[describing]  special  cultural  resource  considerations  that  may 
affect  the  location,  timing,  or  method  of  development  or  use  of 
other  resources  in  the  planning  area;   "...[identifying]  measures 
potentially  needed  to  protect  cultural  resources; 

. . . establish [ing]  conditions  under  which  cultural  resources  to  be 
managed  for  information  potential  may  be  studied  or 
utilized"  (Idj,,  §1623.11A2a,c,d)  . 

Specific  Points: 

►    The  RMP/EIS  states  that,  " [acquisition  of  1700  acres  of 
LADWP  land  at  Manzanar  would  allow  protection  and 
interpretation  of  a  significant  historic  resource  which  is 
currently  deteriorating" (p. 205) .   There  is  no  description  of 
this  historic  resource  in  the  Affected  Environment  section 
of  the  RMP/EIS. 

FIRE  SUPPRESSION: 

Full  fire  suppression  throughout  most  of  the"  resource  area 
is  not  necessary.   Full  suppression  of  fires  is  an  outdated 
practice  which  neglects  the  values  of  fires  in  the  natural 
evolution  of  plant  and  animal  communities.   As  stated  by  the 
RMP/EIS,  full  fire  suppression  "would  result  in  increased  use  of 
dozers,  and  require  increased  knowledge  and  vigilance  by  BLM 
resource  advisors" (p. 205) ,  causing  added  damages  to  the 
environment  and  an  additional  financial  burden  on  the  BLM. 

Again,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  draft 
RMP/EIS  for  the  Bishop  RA.   We  look  forward  to  a  timely  response 
to  our  concerns.   Please  send  us  a  copy  of  any  supplement  or 
addendum,  and  the  revised  draft  of  this  document  when  it  is 
available. 


Sincerely, 


Michael  Gonella 
Public  Lands  Analyst 


Johanna  Wald,  Natural  Resources  Defense  Council 
Sally  Miller,  Friends  of  the  Inyo 
Emily  Strauss,  Desert  Survivors 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  92  (The  Wilderness  Society) 

92-1)      See  response  51-1.  An  index  has  been  added. 

92-2)  Specific  activity  plans  also  require  an  environmental  document. 
Exact  methodologies  will  be  determined  at  that  point.  Some 
guidelines  are  provided  for  ACEC  plans.  Each  time  an  ACEC  is 
designated  in  the  plan  (for  example,  p.86,  left  column,  4th 
paragraph  in  the  draft)  the  purpose  of  the  ACEC  is  given  along 
with  several  guidelines  for  its  management.  These  guidelines 
will  be  the  foundation  of  the  ACEC's  activity  plan.  Except  for  this 
foundation,  activity  plan  development  is  completely  separate 
from  RMP  development. 

92-3)  The  period  of  time  for  which  a  seasonal  restriction  would  apply 
would  be  dependent  on  the  species/habitat  to  be  affected  by  an 
action.  As  an  example,  using  the  seasonal  protection  on  p.50 
(draft  RMP)  covering  the  area  up*to  two  miles  from  a  sage 
grouse  strutting  ground,  discretionary  actions  could  be 
prohibited  between  5/1  -  6/30. 

The  target  resources  used  in  the  seasonal  and  yearlong 
protection  definitions  are  those  vegetation  types  or  wildlife 
habitats  referenced  within  the  decision. 

Discretionary  actions  are  anything  for  which  a  permit  or  other 
decision  document  is  required  (e.g.  powerline  construction,  road 
expansion,  stream  diversions,  etc.). 

92-4)  No  specific  dates  for  preparation/implementation  of  management 
plans  (as  an  example)  are  given  due  to  the  uncertainty  of 
funding  and  availability  of  personnel. 

92-5  Wording  in  Area  Manager's  guidelines  which  requires  a 
judgement  determination  (like  "actions  that  will  interfere 
significantly...")  are  intended  to  provide  flexibility  in  decision 
making  for  the  manager.  Guidelines  are  not  mandatory  actions 
(like  decisions),  but  are  general  procedures  directed  at  broad 
resource  topics. 


92-6)  The  sentence  is  incorrect  and  has  been  deleted  in  the  final.  The 
"sixteen  major  proposals"  were  listed  in  an  internal  memo  that 
specified  sixteen  "areas  of  concern,"  some  of  which  were  thought 
to  require  plan  amendment  or  revision. 

The  concerns,  listed  in  the  August  26,  1987  memo  from  the 
District  Manager  to  the  Associate  State  Director,  Lands  and 
Renewable  Resources  were: 

1)  Conformance  with  the  Mammoth/June  Lake  Airport  Plan: 
This  concern  was  resolved  by  an  amendment  to  the 
Benton/Owens  Valley  Management  Framework  Plan.  The 
amendment  was  approved  by  the  State  Director  on 
September  14,  1989.  It  is  the  first  decision  of  the  proposed 
plan  for  the  Long  Valley  Management  Area. 

2)  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  concern  regarding  a  proposed 
disposal  near  Rovana:  This  disposal  was  not  included  in  the 
preferred  alternative.  It  is  important  deer  habitat  and  the 
County  has  not  recently  identified  a  need  for  urban 
expansion  in  that  area. 

3)  Utility  Corridor  Study:  This  was  done  in  cooperation  with  the 
Inyo  National  Forest  and  included  as  part  of  the  RMP. 

4)  Needed  changes  regarding  vegetation  conversion  and  fire 
management  in  the  Bodie  Hills:  This  was  addressed  in  the 
RMP. 

5)  Vehicle  use  designation  in  the  Bodie  Hills:  In  the  RMP  the 
area  is  designated  as  limited  to  designated  roads  and  trails. 
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6)  Unnecessary  seasonal  use  limitations:  In  keeping  with  the 
effort  to  have  the  RMP  establish  resource  condition  objectives 
rather  than  set  up  a  series  of  restrictions  on  activities, 
seasonal  use  limitations  in  the  plan  (i.e.,  seasonal  protection) 
have  been  written  to  allow  their  waiver  if  target  species  are 
not  adversely  affected.  Under  the  previous  management 
framework  plans,  adjustments  in  seasonal  use  restrictions 
required  plan  amendments;  under  the  RMP  such 
amendments  will  not  be  necessary. 

7)  Land  ownership  adjustments  including  agricultural  use  and 
disposals:  This  was  addressed  in  the  RMP. 

8)  Changed  management  direction  for  woodland  products:  This 
was  addressed  in  the  RMP. 

9)  Incorporation  of  wilderness  recommendations  into  existing 
plans:  This  was  done  in  the  RMP. 

10)  Vehicle  use  designation  in  the  Benton/Owens  Valley 
Management  Framework  Plan  area:  This  was  done  in  the 
RMP. 

11)  Concerns  about  grazing  management  categories,  grazing 
suitability,  allocations,  etc.:  Changes  necessary  to  achieve 
established  resource  condition  objectives  will  be  made 
based  on  monitoring  and  through  consultation  with 
permittees  and  using  the  coordinated  resource  management 
planning  process  where  appropriate.  Grazing  allocations, 
etc.  are  generally  not  addressed  in  the  RMP. 

12)  BLM  responsibility  regarding  relicted  land  around  Owens 
Lake:  This  issue  came  up  because  of  federal/state  court 
cases  on  relicted  lands  around  Mono  Lake.  However,  we 
discovered  a  March  23,  1917  Secretarial  Order  stating  that 
the  Owens  Lake  relicted  lands  belong  to  the  state.  Thus, 
there  is  no  need  to  pursue  the  issue  further. 


1 3)  Issues  related  to  new  data/direction  stemming  from  updated 
Forest  Service  and  County  plans:  This  was  covered  in  the 
RMP. 

14)  Issues  related  to  natural  hazards  in  certain  areas: 
Earthquake  and  avalanche  hazard  areas  were  considered  in 
the  RMP  process.  However,  no  decisions  were  modified 
because  of  those  concerns. 

15)  Consideration  of  specific  areas  for  mineral  withdrawals:  This 
was  done  in  the  RMP. 

16)  Management  problems  in  Slinkard  Valley:  This  was 
addressed  in  the  RMP. 

92-7)      See  response  51-1. 

92-8A)  The  corridor  decision  has  been  changed;  please  see  Chapter  2 
(p.2-47)  for  the  revised  decision  and  rationale.  Also  see  the 
general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.5-16). 

92-8B)  See  response  21-1.  The  impacts  section  of  the  draft  RMP 
(pages  206-210)  does  not  cite  any  unacceptable  environmental 
impacts  which  would  be  caused  by  transmission  line  use 
through  the  Soldier  Canyon  Alternative  Corridor  Area. 

92-8C)  See  the  Impacts  to  Adjacent  Jurisdictional  Areas  section  of  the 
general  response  for  the  corridor  study. 

92-8D)  The  visual  resource  inventory  systems  of  the  BLM  and  Forest 
Service  are  based  upon  the  appearance  of  landscapes  as 
viewed  from  designated  travel  routes  (roads,  highways,  trails, 
waterways,  etc).  Those  systems  are  used  to  develop  visual 
resource  management  objectives  and  to  evaluate  visual  impacts. 

92-8E)  The  impacts  of  transmission  line  corridor  use  within  the  Pizona 
Alternative  Corridor  Area  are  documented  on  pp.206-207  of  the 
draft  RMP. 
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92-8F)  See  the  Need  Analysis  section  of  the  general  response  for  the 
corridor  study. 

92-8G)  The  corridor  study  did  consider  a  No  Action,  No  East-West 
Corridor  Alternative  (identified  on  p.90,  draft  RMP).  The  need 
analysis  (Appendix  8)  does  state  that  distance  separation  of 
individual  transmission  lines  within  a  corridor  helps  to  mitigate 
the  potential  for  simultaneous  forced  outages.  The  analysis  also 
states  (on  p.295)  that  the  existing  Boulder/IPP  corridor  is 
occupied  by  3  high  voltage  AC  lines  and  one  high-voltage  DC 
line.  When  a  single  corridor  is  transmitting  a  major  portion  of  the 
peak  load  requirements  of  a  city  the  size  of  Los  Angeles  (as  the 
Boulder/IPP  corridor  does),  the  potential  is  high  for  major 
widespread  outages  from  a  disruption  that  could  simultaneously 
affect  all  the  lines  within  the  corridor.  That  potential  significantly 
increases  with  each  additional  line.  The  need  analysis 
documents  what  could  potentially  occur  from  such  a  disruption. 
So  while  the  designation  and  use  of  new  corridors  may  be 
environmentally  less  desirable  than  adding  to  existing  corridors, 
those  environmental  impacts  can  be  outweighed  by  the  negative 
impact  of  decreasing  system  reliability  by  overloading  already 
heavily  used  existing  corridors. 

92-8H)  See  the  Need  Analysis  section  of  the  general  response  for  the 
corridor  study. 

As  for  corridor  expansion  south  of  Bishop,  p. 49  of  the  draft  RMP 
states  that  the  first  applicant  for  a  R-O-W  in  either  of  the 
north-south  corridors  will  be  responsible  for  conducting  a  study 
to  determine  the  remaining  capacity  of  that  corridor. 

92-81)  The  environmental  impacts  within  the  Soldier  Canyon  Alternative 
Corridor  Area  to  wild  horse  habitats,  mule  deer  habitats,  human 
exposure  to  EMF,  and  recreation  uses  would  be  either 
nonexistent  or  significantly  less  than  in  the  other  two  east-west 
areas  considered. 

Visual  resource  impacts  would  be  greatest  in  the  Queen  Valley 
Alternative  Corridor  Area. 


One  of  the  greatest  benefits  that  the  Soldier  Canyon  Alternative 
Corridor  Area  has  over  the  other  two  areas  is  that  a  transmission 
line  project  proposed  to  carry  power  through  that  area  from  the 
east,  then  through  the  Owens  Valley  to  Southern  California, 
would  require  60  fewer  miles  of  line  to  be  built  within  the  Owens 
Valley  (along  the  Intertie  Route)  than  would  a  line  located 
through  either  of  the  other  east-west  areas  considered.  The  final 
RMP  has  been  revised  to  more  clearly  state  the  advantages  of 
the  Soldier  Canyon  Alternative  Corridor  Area  over  the  Queen 
Valley  and  Pizona  corridor  areas. 

92-8J)    See  the  EMF  section  of  the  general  response  for  the  corridor 
study. 

92-8K)    See  the  Impacts  to  Adjacent  Jurisdictional  Areas  section  of  the 
general  response  for  the  corridor  study. 

The  'brief  studies"  conducted  by  adjacent  BLM  jurisdictions  were 
simply  cursory  analyses  of  existing  land  use  allocations  and 
resource  values  on  lands  which  they  administer.  The  results, 
used  as  working  papers  in  the  environmental  analysis,  indicated 
that  there  were  no  land  use  allocations  nor  resource  values 
immediately  to  the  east  of  the  three  east-west  alternative  corridor 
areas  which  would  necessarily  preclude  the  eastward  extension 
of  a  corridor. 

92-8L)    See  the  general  response  for  the  corridor  study. 

92-9)      In  reference  to  the  first  paragraph,  please  refer  to  the  DPC 
general  statement  (p.5-10). 

In  reference  to  the  second  paragraph,  the  remainder 
(approximately  94%)  of  the  plant  composition  in  the  bristlecone 
and  limber  pine  area  is  to  be  maintained  according  to  its  current 
makeup  as  long  as  the  composition  includes  only  native  species. 
Our  present  understanding  of  this  area  indicates  the  species 
assemblage  has  not  been  recently  disturbed. 
In  reference  to  the  third  paragraph,  no  DPCs  will  be  managed  to 
promote  introduced  (exotic)  species. 
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In  reference  to  the  fourth  paragraph,  the  riparian  DPCs  are 
specific  concerning  the  amount  and  structural  diversity  important 
to  providing  a  completely  functional  riparian  zone.  Non-native 
species  (e.g.  tamarisk-athel  and  saltcedar)  are  to  be  eliminated. 

In  reference  to  the  fifth  and  sixth  paragraphs  please  refer  to  the 
DPC  general  statement. 

In  reference  to  the  first  two  Specific  Points,  please  refer  to  the 
DPC  general  statement. 

The  types  of  vegetation  potentially  affected  by  locatable  mineral 
development  include  single  leaf  pinyon  -  Utah  juniper,  Great 
Basin  big  sagebrush-bitterbrush,  blackbrush  scrub,  shadscale 
scrub,  and  mixed  desert  shrub. 

The  regional  improvements  include  actions  taken  by  the  Inyo 
and  Toiyabe  National  Forests  to  improve  vegetation  communities 
like  riparian  and  meadow  areas. 

92-10)    Our  response  to  this  comment  is  included  in  the  minerals 
general  response,  (p.5-13),  item  3. 

The  establishment  of  an  ACEC  does  not  withdraw  an  area  from 
mining.  For  locatable  minerals,  it  does  mean  that  a  plan  of 
operation  is  needed  for  all  operations,  even  if  they  are  less  than 
5  acres  in  size. 

Areas  closed  to  mineral  entry  are  depicted  on  draft  RMP  land 
use  restriction  maps.  All  other  areas  are  open  to  mineral 
exploration  and  development,  but  with  a  variety  of  environmental 
restrictions  as  described  by  the  draft  RMP.  Narratives  of  the 
withdrawals  are  in  Chapter  3  of  the  final  plan.  Impacts  to 
minerals  are  addressed  in  Chapter  4. 

92-1 1)    See  general  response  for  minerals,  item  3. 

Impacts  to  threatened  and  endangered  species  will  be 
addressed  on  a  case-by-case  basis  as  mining  proposals  are 
made  in  separate  NEPA  (EA  or  EIS)  documentation.  If  a  conflict 


is  determined  to  exist,  via  a  USFWS  Section  72  decision,  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  gives  the  Bureau  the  authority  to 
override  the  1872  Mining  Law. 

92-12)  A  locatable  minerals  inventory  was  conducted  as  part  of  the 
procedure  for  creating  mineral  potential  maps.  These  were  not 
included  in  the  draft  RMP  but  may  be  found  in  the  final 
document. 

See  general  response  for  minerals. 

92-13,14,15)  See  the  general  responses  for  minerals  and  for  Bodie  (p.5- 
5). 

92-1 6)  The  visual  resource  management  (VRM)  class  for  the  Bodie  Bowl 
ACEC  has  been  modified  to  a  Class  II  in  the  final  RMP.  The 
intent  is  to  use  the  VRM  class  as  a  resource  condition  standard 
to  retain  the  existing  character  of  the  landscape  which  is  more 
appropriate  to  management  of  the  scenic  values  in  the  Bodie 
Bowl.  Under  this  standard,  the  Bureau  can  manage  the  ACEC 
resources  more  effectively. 

The  ACEC  prescription  has  also  been  modified  in  the  final  RMP. 
Since  the  overall  objective  is  to  protect  the  historic  integrity  and 
scenic  quality  of  the  area,  limits  of  acceptable  change  will  be 
developed  which  identify  standards  and  thresholds  for  all  surface 
disturbing  activities.  These  standards  will  be  developed  in  the 
upcoming  ACEC  activity  plan.  No  surface  disturbance  activities 
will  be  approved  until  the  NEPA  and  Section  106  cultural 
resource  consultation  process  is  complete.  For  further 
information,  refer  to  the  general  response  for  Bodie. 

92-17)  The  decisions  will  not  wait  for  the  National  Park  Service  to 
complete  their  study.  We  have  coordinated  with  them.  See 
general  Bodie  response. 

92-18)  Page  136,  draft  RMP,  has  a  listing  of  the  mining  districts.  The 
locations  of  these  mining  districts  may  be  found  on  U.S.G.S. 
topographic  maps  and  BLM  Land  and  Mineral  Ownership  maps 
for  those  areas. 
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92-1 9)  Site-specific  methods  of  mitigation  will  be  addressed  in  separate 
NEPA  documentation. 

92-20)  The  term  "effectively  withdrawn"  has  been  eliminated  from  the 
final.  Only  those  areas  for  which  formal  withdrawal  classification 
has  been  made  will  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  exploration  and 
development. 

92-21)  The  locations  of  mineral  withdrawals  are  depicted  on  draft  RMP 
land  use  restriction  maps. 

92-22)  The  term  "constraints  of  the  plan"  referred  to  the  overall  picture 
of  resource  management  as  described  by  the  plan.  It  is  not  used 
in  the  final  RMP. 

92-23)  It  is  not  possible  for  us  to  predict  exactly  where  future  mineral 
discoveries  will  be  made.  The  mineral  potential  maps  represent 
our  best  estimate  of  the  areas  where  exploration  and 
development  are  most  likely  to  occur.  Since  placer  gold  deposits 
are  likely  to  occur  on  any  stream  that  drains  gold-bearing 
watershed,  all  of  the  streams  have  potential  gold. 

92-24)    See  general  responses  for  minerals  and  for  Bodie. 

92-25)    See  response  54-4,  and  general  Bodie  response. 

92-26)  The  Visual  Resource  Management  (VRM)  maps  were  produced 
at  a  page-sized  scale  due  to  document  size  limitations.  They  are 
meant  to  augment  the  verbal  descriptions  found  in  Chapter  2  of 
the  text.  The  computerized  mapping  system  used  in  the  Bishop 
Resource  Area  is  scale  independent.  It  can  mix  scales  without 
affecting  map  accuracy.  The  VRM  data  were  entered  at 
1:100000  scale,  but  the  computer  can  compare  the  VRM  data 
with  any  data  in  the  system.  Therefore  all  management 
decisions  regarding  VRM  are  equally  valid  with  management 
decisions  based  on  larger  scale  maps. 

92-27)  Site-specific  impacts  to  visual  resources  will  be  addressed  in  the 
activity  plan  process.  For  information  on  the  designation 
process,    see    general    response    to    comments    on    OHV 


management.  The  final  RMP  gives  a  brief  clarification  of  impacts 
to  visual  resources  from  route  designations.  Please  see  Chapter 
4  of  the  final  RMP  for  further  information. 

92-28)  See  general  response  for  watershed  withdrawals.  The  City  of 
Los  Angeles  does  not  own  any  property  rights  on  the  watershed 
withdrawals.  Acquired  lands  will  take  on  the  VRM  classification 
of  the  contiguous  BLM  land. 

92-29)  Bureau  lands  in  the  Bishop  Resource  Area  comprise  a  small  part 
of  the  surface  area  in  the  utility  line  corridor  scenarios. 
Additionally,  more  detailed  analyses  of  impacts  to  visual 
resources  would  be  addressed  in  site-specific  proposals. 

92-30)  The  specificity  you  describe  falls  outside  the  scope  of  this  RMP. 
Standards  and  constraints  would  be  described  in  site-specific 
activity  plans.  Tools  such  as  limits  of  acceptable  change  would 
be  developed  in  these  plans.  The  proposed  Bodie  Bowl  ACEC 
activity  plan  is  a  good  example  of  this. 

92-31)  The  final  RMP  contains  parameters  for  the  visual  resource 
management  classes.  These  are  described  in  Chapter  1, 
Standard  Operating  Procedures. 

92-32)  This  impact  has  been  modified  in  the  final  RMP  (Chapter  4)  to 
reflect  a  scenario  where  mineral  development  would  be  required 
to  conform  to  the  visual  resource  standard.  The  modified  impact 
scenarios  were  based  on  a  general  review  of  what  contrasts 
might  be  seen  at  localized  areas  under  the  visual  resource 
management  parameters  described  in  Chapter  1,  Standard 
Operating  Procedures  of  the  final  RMP.  In  the  absence  of  a 
specific  proposal,  it  was  assumed  that  contrasts  allowed  to 
exceed  the  VRM  class  would  generally  be  isolated  to  localized 
viewsheds  outside  key  observation  points.  When  proposals  are 
submitted,  a  site-specific  analysis  of  visual  resource  impacts  will 
be  prepared  to  better  document  the  potential  contrast  and 
mitigations. 
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92-33)  A  brief  statement  clarifying  these  impacts  has  been  added  to  the 
final  RMP.  The  1 05,000  acre  figure  represents  the  total  acreage 
in  Alternative  4  where  DPC  management  will  be  applied. 

92-34)  The  draft  RMP  provides  general  management  direction  for  the 
SRMAs  in  compliance  with  the  supplemental  program  guidance. 
Site  specific  activity  plans  will  identify  measures  and  standards 
to  accomplish  that  direction.  In  general  terms,  Recreation  2000. 
A  Strategic  Plan  for  California  identifies  the  Alabama  Hills  and 
the  Bodie  Bowl  as  two  priority  areas  for  Bureau  management. 
(See  Chapter  3  of  the  draft  RMP,  p.  120.)  The  draft  RMP  does 
not  identify  activity  planning  priorities,  so  that  the  Bureau  may 
take  advantage  of  unexpected  opportunities  that  often  arise.  For 
exampie.the  recent  Alabama  Hills  Film  Festival  provided  an 
opportunity  for  the  Bureau  to  work  closely  with  the  local 
community  to  enhance  public  appreciation  and  protection  of  the 
area. 

92-35)  Please  see  response  80-7.  Note  that  the  final  RMP  map 
identifies  the  off-highway  vehicle  open  area  near  Bishop  and 
indicates  that  all  other  public  lands  will  be  "limited,'  with  a 
closure  provision  for  the  proposed  Southern  Inyo  wilderness. 
This  Alternative  4  map  has  been  included  in  Chapter  2  (Figures 
2-1  and  2-2)  of  the  final  RMP  and  is  retitled  "Off-Highway  Vehicle 
Designation  Map". 

92-36)  The  identification  of  user  satisfaction  levels  was  based  on  the 
degree  of  proactive  management  the  Bureau  would  provide 
under  any  given  alternative.  Since  the  opportunities  for 
recreation  program  development  were  highest  under  Alternatives 
3  and  4,  it  was  projected  that  user  satisfaction  would  be  higher 
than  in  the  other  alternatives.  This  statement  has  been  modified 
in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  RMP. 

92-37)  Usage  determinations  were  based  on  professional  judgement 
and  field  knowledge  of  snowmobile  use  in  the  area.  The 
boundaries  of  the  prohibition  were  based  on  sage  grouse 
wintering  area  locations. 


92-38)  Specific  areas  to  be  closed  would  be  identified  in  an  upcoming 
recreation  activity  plan  for  the  area.  The  yearlong  protection 
identified  in  the  areawide  alternative,  final  RMP,  for  various 
wildlife,  plant  and  wetland  habitats  will  guide  hot  spring 
management  in  Long  Valley.  Hot  tubbing  would  be  managed  in 
a  manner  that  is  compatible  with  yearlong  protection,  but  still 
provide  opportunities  for  recreation  use  where  feasible. 

92-39)  The  percentage  increase  for  fishing  opportunity  was  based  on 
the  projected  improvement  to  riparian-stream  habitat  resulting 
from  Alternative  4  decisions  for  the  four  management  areas.  The 
26%  increase  in  fishing  opportunity  is  an  average  figure  based 
on  projected  increase  in  fish  populations. 

92-40)  All  new  route  connectors  have  been  deleted  from  the  final  RMP. 
Any  new  routes  would  be  reconsidered  in  future  activity  plans. 

92-41)  In  the  foreseeable  future,  material  site  developments  are  the 
most  likely  activities  expected  to  occur  in  the  south  Tableland 
area.  In  the  past  decade,  this  land  use  has  resulted  in  the  most 
adverse  impacts  to  the  area's  semi-primitive  values.  Chapter  4 
of  the  final  RMP  clarifies  this  point. 

92-42)    By  "long  term"  we  mean  5  to  20  years. 

92-43)    Please  see  response  79-7. 

92-44)  It  is  BLM  policy  to  conserve  state  listed  and  USFWS  candidate 
species/habitats  and  to  ensure  that  any  authorized  action  will  not 
contribute  to  the  federal  listing  of  any  species. 

It  is  assumed  that  some  impacts  can  and  will  take  place,  but 
authorized  actions  will  not  be  allowed  that  would  negatively 
affect  the  population  as  a  whole.  An  adverse  effect  would  be  an 
impact  that  caused  an  actual  loss  of  plants  and/or  the 
population's  ability  to  maintain  itself  through  reproduction, 
thereby  causing  an  eventual  destruction  of  the  population  as  a 
whole. 
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The  degradation  of  sensitive  species  habitat  by  grazing  cited  on 
p.  136  does  not  apply  to  all  sixteen  sensitive  species  and  does 
not  mean  that  species  populations  are  being  lost.  The  BLM  will 
continue  to  mitigate  these  impacts,  mainly  through  improved 
livestock  management  and  exclosures. 


The  overall  vegetative  trend  is  static  to  upward. 
"Grazing"  general  response. 


See  the 


Section  7  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  applies  only  to  federal 
listed  species.  The  Bishop  resource  area  does  not  have  any 
such  plant  species.  The  BLM  will  continue  to  consult  with 
USFWS  and  CDF&G  concerning  proposed  actions  which  may 
adversely  affect  USFWS  candidate  species  and  state  listed 
species,  respectively. 

92-45,46)  Please  see  the  "Grazing"  general  response  (p.5-11). 

92-47)    See  response  78-23. 

92-48)  The  impact  on  the  four  sheep  operators  was  based  on  the 
following:  proposed  land  acquisition  of  base  properties 
(operators  would  lose  50%  of  the  forage  due  to  BLM  control  of 
these  high  production  meadows);  loss  of  two  key  grazing 
allotments  for  two  operators  and  33%  of  a  key  allotment  for  one 
operator;  meeting  goals  for  four  DPCs  (riparian  vegetation,  big 
sagebrush-bitterbrush,  springs  and  associated  wetlands,  aspen 
groves);  proposed  private  development  which  would  eliminate 
640  acres  of  base  property  (high  production  meadow);  increased 
costs  of  intensive  livestock  management;  and  potential  adverse 
changes  on  other  agency  allotments  which  are  used  by  these 
operators  for  their  whole  operation. 

The  grazing  impact  section  has  been  revised  and  can  be  found 
in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  RMP. 

92-49)    Please  see  the  "Grazing"  general  response. 


Since  completion  of  the  grazing  EISs,  45  out  of  the  69  allotments 
have  been  monitored.  The  remaining  24  allotments  have  not 
been  monitored  due  to  limited  livestock  use  on  these  allotments. 

Please  see  the  "Monitoring"  section  in  Chapter  1  of  the  final 
RMP.  An  area-wide  "monitoring"  support  need  has  been  added 
to  Chapter  2. 

92-50)    Please  see  the  "Grazing"  general  response. 
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Within  the  Bishop  resource  area,  monitoring  and  field  exams 
have  indicated  that  the  most  significant  causes  of  negative 
impacts  to  vegetation  condition  have  been  from  poor  livestock 
distribution  and  not  from  overstocking.  The  1 0  AMPs  and  the 
construction  of  new  range  improvements  (fences,  waters, 
exclosures,)  have  improved  livestock  distribution. 

The  10  AMPs  are  Aurora  Canyon  CRMP,  Travertine  Hills  CRMP, 
Little  Mormon  CRMP,  Potato  Peak  CRMP,  Mt.  Biedeman  CRMP, 
Bodie  Hills  CRMP,  Dog  Creek  AMP,  Mono  Sand  Flat  AMP,  Adobe 
Valley  AMP,  and  the  Wells  Meadow  AMP. 

Impact  assessments  are  described  in  a  regional  context.  The 
more  detailed  information  relating  to  impacts  on  resources  were 
the  basis  for  the  regional  impact  descriptions.  Impact  details  are 
part  of  the  administrative  record. 


92-53)    Your  comment  has  been  considered  in  the  final  plan. 

92-54)  The  more  detailed  information  relating  to  impacts  on  resources 
were  the  basis  for  the  regional  impact  descriptions.  Impact 
details  are  part  of  the  public  (administrative)  record. 

92-55)  Decisions  within  Alternative  4  provide  for  adequate  "affirmative 
conservation  measures"  for  the  known  listed  and  candidate 
species  in  the  resource  area.  Also,  please  refer  to  response  92- 
52. 

92-56)  The  supporting  information  for  the  analysis  is  part  of  the  public 
(administrative)  record. 
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92-57)  Regionwide  actions  affecting  mule  deer  habitat  involved 
consideration  of  the  probable  influence  of  other  land  uses  on 
U.S.  Forest  Service  lands,  road  development  by  Caltrans  and 
other  ongoing  or  projected  uses  which  would  likely  affect  mule 
deer  habitat. 

Based  on  current  Caltrans  figures  for  mule  deer  road  kills  in 
Mono  County,  proposed  highway  expansion  and  subsequent 
increase  in  deer-vehicle  hits  could  result  in  mortality  to 
approximately  10%  of  the  county  deer  population,  annually. 
Wording  has  been  added  in  the  final  mule  deer  plan  impact 
analysis  which  recognizes  deer  mortalities  are  expected  to 
increase  as  U.S.  Highway  395  is  widened  to  4  lanes. 

Currently,  only  one  hydroelectric  project  is  proposed  for  a 
stream  on  Bureau  land.  Potential  impact  to  deer  habitat  from  the 
project  is  described  in  an  environmental  analysis  and  is  public 
record.  Threats  to  deer  habitat  cannot  be  predicted  until  a 
specific  hydroelectric  project  is  proposed. 

92-58)  Impacts  to  tule  elk  habitat  from  transmission  line  corridor 
adoption  are  presented  on  p.209  of  the  draft  RMP.  Your 
comment  concerning  the  unacceptable  nature  of  the  regionwide 
effect  on  tule  elk  numbers  has  been  considered  in  the  final  plan. 

92-59)  Improved  pronghorn  forage  quality  and  quantity  are  projected  for 
allotments  6004  (Fish  Slough),  6007  (Volcanic  Tableland),  6018 
(Hot  Creek),  6022  (Wilfred  Creek),  6024  (Hammil  Valley),  6025 
(Marble  Creek),  6071  (Bodie  Mountain),  6073  (Potato  Peak). 

Some  fragmenting  of  pronghorn  habitat  along  the  White 
Mountains  front  would  be  expected  on  the  proposed  land 
disposal  sites  (see  Alternative  4  Lands  and  Minerals  map,  and 
map  on  p.  126,  draft  RMP.) 

92-60)  Fish  and  riparian  habitat  improvement  projects  currently  in  place 
will  not  be  referenced  in  the  RMP,  but  are  available  as  public 
record.  Projected  habitat  improvements  will  not  be  referenced 
since  they  will  be  part  of  future  activity  plans. 


Statewide  figures  exhibit  an  increasing  annual  trend  in  number 
of  fishing  licenses  sold.  Some  of  the  increased  demand  for 
fishing  will  likely  occur  in  the  eastern  Sierra. 

Balancing  protection  and  recreational  use  of  the  fish  resource 
would  depend  on  an  effective  public  information  effort  attempting 
to  direct  use  to  some  streams  over  others.  Restrictions  on  fish 
take  are  the  responsibility  of  the  California  Department  of  Fish 
and  Game. 

An  intensive  stream  monitoring  survey  methodology,  available  for 
public  review,  is  used  by  the  Bishop  Resource  Area  to  determine 
the  "health"  of  riparian  areas. 

92-61)  Two  populations  of  speckled  dace,  one  population  of  Inyo 
salamander,  one  population  of  Owens  sand  dune  snout  beetle, 
and  ten  colonies  of  the  Pacific  western  big-eared  bat  would  be 
affected. 

Listed,  candidate  or  sensitive  species  are  restricted,  usually,  to 
small  geographic  areas. 

92-62)  Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 

92-63)  Analysis  of  the  impacts  of  private  development  on  private  land 
is  beyond  the  scope  of  the  RMP/EIS.  These  potential  impacts 
can  be  addressed  in  site-specific  environmental  assessments  for 
acquisitions. 

92-64)    See  general  response  for  watershed  withdrawals. 

92-65)  The  specificity  you  refer  to  falls  outside  the  scope  of  this  RMP. 
Project  descriptions,  locations,  etc.  would  be  addressed  in 
upcoming  activity  plans.  Please  see  the  Funding  and  Activity 
Level  sections  in  Chapter  1  of  the  final  RMP  for  further 
information. 
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A  description  of  the  historic  resources  was  inadvertently  omitted 
from  the  Affected  Environment  section  because  Manzanar  is  not 
on  BLM  land.  There  are  significant  historical  resources  at  the 
site.  We  are  proposing  to  acquire  Manzanar  to  protect  and 
interpret  these  resources. 


92-67)    Please  refer  to  response  45-2. 


W 


Jan.  14,  1991 
Dear  BLM, 

I  am  writing  in  response  to  the  draft  Hi  shop  «*»««"£ 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement -Since  19H2, 
I  have  birded  and  hiked  extensively  on  eastern  Sierra  BLM  lanos 

have  training  as  a  wildlife  biologist  and  thus  will  focus  most 
of  my  comments  on  wildlife-related  issues.   I  have  familiarity 
primarily  with  Mono  County,  and  will  thus  confine  most  of  my 
specific  comments  to  those  areas. 

General  Recommendations. 

First,  I  want  to  relay  some  general  impressions  regarding 
the  plan.   My  initial  reaction  was  that  the  document  was 
progressive  because,  via  DPCs,   it  dealt  with  some  of  the  current 
problems  facing  basic  habitats  and  had  a  lot  of  ™«tin0  V1™' 
regarding  land  acquisitions.   However,  when  I  sat  down  and  did 
Je  thorough  reading  I  was  not  convinced  that  the  document  was 
as  forward-thinking  as  I  had  originally  hoped,  especially  in 
terms  of  grazing,  documentation  of  current  impacts,  and 
presentation  of  how  DPCs,  land  acquistions,  etc.  will  be  en^ed. 
Having  to  respond  to  outdated  concepts  such  as  chemical  poisoning 
of  sage,  improvement  of  habitat  for  introduced  species  such  as 
chukar,  and  promotion  of  live  wood  harvesting  under  the  alleged 
justification  of  wildlife  habitat  improvement  all  reinforce  my 
lack  of  faith  of  the  environmental  improvements  the  document 
claims  to  promote. 

I  was  shocked  by  the  decision  not  to  deal  with  grazing  in 
93-1  this  document.  Everytime  I  hike  on  BLM  lands  I  find  collapsed 

banks,  scalded  bedding  grounds  and  wetlands  pocked  by  hoof  marks 
and  cow  pies.   Dave  Gaines  (  Birds  of  Yosemi  te_  and.  .thf.East 
Slope,  Artemisia  Press,  1988)  writes  "East  of  the  crest,  grazing 
by  cattle  and  especially  sheep  has  favored  sagebrush  over 
grassland  birds.   Despite  their  name,  sage  grouse  have  suffered 
as  much  as  any  species,  for  they  depend  on  grasses  and  forbs  as 
much  as  scrub.   Vesper  sparrows  have  declined  as  well   (P-1V>- 
Even  a  1944  book  states  that  sage  grouse  were  "formerly  abundant; 
now,  as  a  result  of  intensive  sheeping,  and  of  penetration  of  the 
country  by  many  roads  (facilitating  over-hunting),  greatly 
reduced  in  numbers  and  localized  in  occurrence"  (Joseph  Grmne.l 
and  Alden  H.  Miller  The_pistribution._pf„Birds  of ..California  1944, 
p   117).   The  previous  BLM  grazing  documents  (MFP's)  are  a  decade 
old,  thus  completely  deficient  in  evaluating  current  range 
conditions,  especially  in  light  of  more  than  three  subsequent  dry 
years.   BLM  should  be  even  more  embarrassed  to  ignore  grazing 
issues  considering  the  fact  that  overgrazing  on  public  lands  has 
become  a  national  issue,  featured  in  innumerable  environmental 
and  general  interest  periodicals.   Evan  People  magazine  ran  - 
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recent  piece  on  overgrazing 


(Montana  National  Forest  lands) . 
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Besides  the  absence  of  discussion  of  grazing,  I  was  shocked 
and  saddened  that  wildlife  analysis  was  primarily  limited  to  game 
species  such  as  deer,  pronghorn  and  sage  grouse.   The  BLM  RMP 
efforts  to  improve  wildlife  habitat  are  not  fai — reaching  enough 
and  also  are   not  convincing  that  they  will  effect  changes 
(example:  DPCs) .   BLM  is  protector  of  much  of  the  lands  of  the 
Great  Basin,  most  of  which  suffer  from  overgrazing.   The  RMP 
could  provide  a  unique  opportunity  to  create  some  true  Great 
Basin  reserves  (unlike  Great  Basin  National  Park,  which  is 
essentially  alpine  habitat). 

My  third  major  complaint  is  that  the  data  available  in  this 
document  is  completely  inadequate  and  undocumented.   Wildlife 
issues  are  summarized  on  page  23,  "Wildlife  questions  to  be 
resolved ' include  (1)  which  areas  should  be  managed  with  priority 
emphasis  on  wildlife  habitat;  (2)  what  should  be  the  habitat 
goals  for  featured  fish  and  wildlife  species;  and  (3)  what  will 
be  done  to  protect  and  enhance  habitat  of  sensitive/protected 
animal  and  plant  species?"   but  almost  nowhere  in  the  document 
are  (a)  data  bases  presented  showing  how  management  strategies 
were  formulated  and  (b)  the  Affected  Environment  section  does  not 
start  to  do  justice  to  the  innumerable  sensitive  plant  and  animal 
species  present  on  BLM  lands.   The  few  quantified  bits  of 
information,  such  as  the  vegetation  tables  on  page  134,  are 
hopelessly  outdated.   The  latter  is  ten  years  old. 

On  a  positive  note,  I  must  commend  the  BLM  with  a  proactive 
attitude  towards  land  acquisition.   The  time  to  act  is  now, 
before  developments  are  proposed.   However,  a  more  complete 
discussion  of  how  acquired  lands  would  be  handled  (would  they, 
for  instance,  be  grazed)  and  also  what  communities  plan  to  do 
with  acquired  public  lands  (hotels?   small  businesses?)  is 
information  vital  to  making  an  informed  decision.   I  cannot  agree 
with  any  of  the  proposed  land  disposals  before  all  the  facts  are 
presented. 

COMMENTS  ON  MANAGEMENT  AREAS  (MAs) 

Coleyille  Management  Area 

The  majority  of  time  I've  spent  in  this  MA  has  been  birding 
at  Topaz  Lake.   Topaz  Lake  provides  a  migratory  stopover  for 
numbers  of  waterfowl,  loons,  white  pelicans  and  California  Gulls. 
Bald  Eagles  winter  here.   Western/Clark's  Grebes  may  breed  here, 
and  although  they  have  no  special  legal  status,  they  have 
problems  elsewhere  in  their  range  with  pesticides/heavy  metal 
accumulation  (eg.  at  Clear  Lake) (Geoff  Geupel ,  pers.  comm. ) . 
Topaz  Lake  has  been  used  as  a  source  of  grebe  tissue  for 
pesticide  and  plumage  studies  (Robert  W.  Storer  and  Gary  L. 
Nuechterlein,   1985.  An  Analysis__of  Plumage _ and  Morphological 

iAechmpphgrus)  The  Auk  (102) : 102-119) .   Because  of  the  lake's 
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great  value  to  wildlife,  I  feel  the  plan  should  be  much  stronger 
in  its  approach  to  preserving/enhancing  wildlife  habitat.   This 
lake  should  be  surveyed  in  spring  for  the  presence  of  breeding 
birds,  such  as  grebes,  rails  and  waterf oh' .   Breeding  areas,  or 
areas  with  potential  breeding  habitat,  should  be  cordoned  off 
from  boats  and  fenced  from  livestock.   Water  releasals  from  this 
lake  should  be  coordinated  with  the  needs  of  nesting  birds  to 
ensure  that  nests  aren't  left  high  and  dry.   The  most  important 
area  for  wildlife  is  at  the  south  end,  where  the  West  Walker 
River  empties  into  the  lake.   This  delta  should  be  strongly 
considered  for  acquisition,  then  fenced  to  prevent  grazing.   As 
far  as  I  know,  all  of  the  extensive  Antelope  Valley  wetlands  are 
heavily  grazed,  thus  reducing  nesting  by  rails  and  waterfowl. 

I  am  in  support  of  the  decisions/  support  needs  delineated 
on  pages  51—54  except: 

(1)  I  have  no  idea  what  "improv(ing)  habitat  diversity  for 
wildlife  in  pinyon-juniper  stands  by  opening  canopy"  means.   I 
can't  imagine  what  species  it  would  help.. Many  species,  including 
the  pinyon  mouse,  pinyon  jay,  etc.  depend  on  p.j.  "old-growth". 
This  concept  needs  a  lot  more  explanation  and  substantiation.   It 
sounds  like  a  weak  justification  for  more  firewood  removal. 
Stephen  Trimble  writes, "Thirty  years  (after  the  1950's), 
manipulation  of  pinyon-juniper  woodland  has  fallen  into 
disfavor. . -Mule  deer  usually  do  not  take  to  the  huge  open 
pastures  created  by  chaining.   On  some  chainings  in  Utah  the 
State  Department  of  Wildlife  documents  increased  local  use  by 
mule  deer,  but  nowhere  have  total  population  in  herds  of  game 
animals  increased  on  chainings.   The  effects  of  woodland 
conversion  on  the  myriads  of  other  creatures  remain  unknown." 
(Ihe  Sagebrush _Qce an  Univ.  of  Nevada  Press  19B9,  p.  157). 

(2)  "Increase  chukar  and  quail  populations...",  "Develop 
93-7  water  sources  for  chukar  and  quail" — These  are  introduced  species 

At  least,  chukar  is  introduced  and,  if  California  quail  are 
indicated  rather  than  mountain  quail  then  I  believe  they  too 
represent  an  introduced  species  (Grinnell  and  Miller  do  not  list 
native  California  quail  in  this  locale) (Grinnel 1  and  Miller 
1944).   BLM  should  place  a  priority  on  native  species.   Only  57. 
of  Californians  hunt!   What  about  the  rest  of  us. 

(3)  Fire  suppression.   This,  too,  is  hopelessly  outdated. 
93 -8  Wildfires  are  a  necessary  part  of  the  Eastern  Sierra  ecology. 

Plans  should  be  made  to  integrate  modified  "let  burn"  strategy 
where  structures  are  not  threatened.   I  feel  this  way  for  all  the 
MAs  although  have  neglected  to  mention  it  in  each  case  below. 

The  statement  "provide  recreation  opportunities. ..  (for ) 
93-9  waterfowl  at  Topaz  Lake"  (p.  55)  is  vague.   Increasing 

observation  may  spook  sensitive  waterfowl  species.   Waterfowl  is 
already  severely  impacted  in  the  eastern  Sierra  from  hunting, 
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water  skiing,  float-tube  fishing,  boats,  -fluctuating  reservoir 
levels,  overgrazing  in  potential  nesting  habitat,  the 
salinization  of  Mono  Lake  (which  once  supported  substantial 
waterfowl  populations),  development  of  wetlands  that  once 
supported  nesting  waterfowl,  and  last,  but  not  least,  water 
diversions  and  drowning  of  wetlands  from  dam  construction. 

Meeting  DPC  goals  for  only  50  acres  of  riparian  seems  like 
insufficient  acreage.   I  strongly  support  prohibition  of 
livestock  grazing  in  the  Dry  Canyon  and  Slinkard  Valley 
allotments,  as  well  as  prohibition  of  timber  harvesting  in  old 
growth  areas.   Why  does  Alternative  4,  p.  57  not  include 
"Identify  the  salable  mineral  pit  to  remain  open"  (p.  56).   Since 
almost  all  the  material  between  3  and  4  is  identical,  it  would 
have  saved  time  and  paper  to  state  that  rather  than  reprinting 
the  same  text. 

'    am  strongly  opposed  to  construction  of  the  Slinkard  Creek 
Tribu  ,jry  trail  (p.  93).  The  eastern  Sierra  has  already  lost 
enough  streamside  habitat  and  wetlands  through  water  diversions. 
How  would  this  trail  effect  mountain  beaver  populations? 

Alternative  3  is  much  stronger  on  wildlife  issues.   Under 

Alt.  3,  there  is  2700  acres  of  land  acquisition,  deer  populations 

may  increase  5%  more  than  4  and  DPC  management  improvements  may 

be  stronger  (unclear  from  text)  (p.  93). 

P.  144-5 — I  strongly  support  control  of  OHV  use  along  the 
south  shore  of  Topaz  Lake.   Birdwatching  should  be  added  to  the 
list  of  recreational  uses.   The  staement  "livestock  use  has  been 
lowered  to  a  point  where  50X  of  the  Bureau  land  is  not  grazed"  is 
very  intriguing.   Where  are  these  lands  and  what  type  of  habitat 
is  present?   I  would  like  to  visit  such  a  place! 

Bridgepgrt_MA 

When  I  think  Df  Bridgeport  Valley,  I  think  of  many  miles  of 
cattle,  diversion  ditches  and  a  pond  where  once  there  was  a  lake 
(reservoir).   Of  course,  many  of  these  problems  are  on  private 
land,  yet  it  behooves  BLM  to  do  your  utmost  in  preserving 
remaining  wildlife  habitat  in  this  unique  and  beautiful  basin. 

Everything  possible  should  be  undertaken  to  improve 
Bridgeport  Reservoir  for  wildlife.   It  is  an  important  stopover 
for  waterfowl  and  shorebirds,  as  well  as  nesting  grounds  for 
ducks,  western  (11B  nests  recorded)  and  Clark's  grebes,  Canada 
geese  (50  nests)  and  double-crested  cormorants.   White  pelicans 
also  use  the  reservoir  by  the  hundreds.   Up  to  75  common 
mergansers  have  been  observed  on  the  reservoir  (Gaines  1988).   A 
colony  of  bank  swallows  (Calif.  Endangered  Species)  has  recently 
been  discovered  at  the  quarry  near  the  Forest  Service  Ranger 
Station  (6/12/90 — 370  holes  of  which  100  were  active — "Jack 


93- 


93- 
16 


93- 
17 


li- 
lt) 


93- 

I? 


93- 

10 


93- 


93-  Sawyer  Road  colony"  Peter  Metropulos,  pers.  comm)  which  I  believe 

W  may  be  on  BLM  lands.   I  saw  a  mink  foraging  along  the  reservoir 
£o»t.  on  BLM  lands  in  April  1989. 

I  have  visited  both  Sinnamon  Meadows  and  the  Dynamo  Pond 
areas  and  strongly  support  acquisition  of  these  properties.   I 
have  hiked  twice  through  Sinnamon  Meadows  and  observed  a  Cooper's 
Hawk  (a  California  Fish  and  Game  Sensitive  Species) (CFGSS) )  and 
Pine  Grosbeaks.   If  fenced  from  grazing,  the  meadows  would 
provide  especially  valuable  wildlife  habitat.   If  not  acquired, 
these  wild  and  beautiful  meadows  may  be  developed.   There  are 
very  few  meadows  in  the  Eastern  Sierra  that  are  easily  accessible 
by  road  yet  removed  from  the  noise  of  Hwys.  395  or  120.   Horse 
Meadows  in  the  Mono  Basin  may  be  the  next  closest  meadow  hideaway 
to  the  south — about  20  miles  away. 

Alt.  3  is  the  best  of  the  four  alternatives  because  it 
provides  for  about  700  additional  acres  of  land  acquisition  and 
also  over  100  extra  acres  of  aspen  groves  would  meet  DPC  goals. 
This,  however,  is  still  inadequate. 

Elimination  of  grazing  at  Conway  Summit  and  geothermal 
development  at  Travertine  Hot  Springs  are  good  starting  points  to 
turning  things  around  in  the  Bridgeport  MA.   I  have  SERIOUS 
concerns  about  releasing  several  hundred  acres  of  BLM  lands  to 
potential  town  expansion.   This  is  too  much  too  fast. 

"Interpretation  Df  Travertine  Hot  Springs" — What  would  this 
entail?   Signs  would  have  to  be  very  subtle  or  they  will 
interfere  with  the  magic  of  the  place.   If  interpretative  signs 
Are    installed,  they  should  educate  visitors  about  the  fragility 
of  hot  springs  and  the  need  to  protect  them  from  further 
development  (tub  construction). 

"recommended  that  no  grazing  be  allowed  in  the  proposed  Conway 
Summit  ACEC" — Excellent!   This  area  affords  important 
riparian/aspen  grove  wildlife  habitat  plus  is  a  deer  migration 

corridor  plus  is  one  of  the  few  Eastern  Sierra  sites  where  red- 
naped  sapsuckers  nest  (Dave  Shuford,  pers.  comm.). 

"allow  fuelwood  cutting  where  it  will  enhance  wildlife  habitat" — 
I  don't  understand  how  fuelwood  harvesting  could  EVER  improve 
wildlife  habitat.   This  needs  a  lot  of  documentation/explanation. 

■  B-__57-5? 

"dispose  of  506  acres  of  Bureau  land  to  provide  for  residential 
expansion  and  community  services" — This  is  a  lot  of  land.   Where 
would  it  be?   How  much  expansion?   Would  it  be  on  wetlands?   This 
level  of  development  would  destroy  the  small -town  feel  of 
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Bridgeport  and  seriously  impact  what  little  habitat  remains  in 
Bridgeport  Valley,  which  suffers  from  extensive  grazing, 
fluctuating  reservoir  levels,  etc. 

"geothermal  exploration  and  development  can  occur  within  the 
context  of  the  identified  goals" — Geothermal  development  almost 
always  degrades  the  thermal  resource.   Travertine  Hot  Springs  is 
important  for  local  tourist  revenue,  and  I  frequently  meet  local 
people  that  use  the  springs.   Currently,  the  spring's  flow  is 
suffering  from  dry  conditions. 

"Acquire  vehicle  access  to  Bureau  lands  on  the  west  side  of 
Bridgeport  Reservoir" — I  am  opposed  to  this.   Waterfowl  and 
.shorebirds  utilizing  the  reservoir  are  already  impacted  by  the 
human  disturbance  factors  discussed  above  under  Topaz  Lake.   The 
entire  east  side  is  roaded  and  impacted  by  humans.   There  is  a 
definite  tendency  for  waterfowl  to  utilize  the  people-free 
habitat  on  the  west  side.   I  have  seen  hundreds  of  double-crested 
cormorants  roosting  on  the  western  rocky  shores.   Shy  species, 
such  as  Common  Mergansers,  tend  to  swim  on  the  western  edge, 
presumably  to  minimize  their  exposure  to  people.   Also  see  the 
wildlife  description  above. 

"Acquire  2, 175  acres  of  private  land  to  protect  riparian  areas, 
wildlife  habitat,  recreation  opportunities,  etc" — Yes,   I  would 
also  add  on  acquisition  of  the  Walker  river  delta  at  the  south 
end  of  the  reserviur,   Very  important  roosting  (and  nesting?) 
area  for  birds. 

"Manage  the  (Conway  Summit)  ACEC  to  enhance  dispersed  recreation 
opportunities" — I  have  reservations  about  removing  grazing  only 
to  increase  human  disturbance.   We  need  a  massive  revolution  in 
reduction  of  grazing  to  offset  the  tremendous  decline  of  wildlife 
habitat  in  the  Eastern  Sierra  over  the  last  century.   BLM  needs 
to  develop  some  real  wildlife  reserves,  not  switch  one  set  of 
impacts  for  another. 

"Dispose  of  270  acres  of  Bureau  land" — This  is  still  far  too  much 
land!   Also,  I  note  that  no  land  is  offered  for  disposal  under 
Alt.  3,  which  makes  me  even  more  suspicious  that  it  would  suffer 
full  buildout  or  that  the  270  acres  falls  on  prime  wildlife 
habitat. 

"Acquire  1,33B  acres  of  private  land" — this  is  substantially 
weakened  from  the  2,175  acres  under  Alt.  3,  which  in  itself 
doesn't  include  the  Walker  delta  described  above. 

"Manage  the  marshes  in  Section  IB  and  19  on  the  west  side  of 
Bridgeport  Valley  for  waterfowl  hunting  and  wildlife  viewing" — 
Again,  completely  unacceptable.   See  objections  above. 

Withdraw  portions  of  Dog  and  Virginia  Creeks  from  mineral 
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exploration  and  development-Yes.   These  creeks  ^ve  already 
suffered  serious  impacts  from  mining  over  the  last  century. 

■•Prohibit  geothermal  leasing  within  a  1-mile  radius  of  the  hot 

springs  "-Yes.   Is  this  far  enough?   How  was  the  1-mlle  radius 

established?   What  is  known  about  the  thermal  aquifer  at 

Travertine? 

"Allow  fuelwood  cutting  where  it  will  enhance  wildlife  habitat"- 

see  objections  above. 

"Acquire  access  around  Bridgeport  Res.  to  enhance  recreation 

opportunities" — No.   See  above. 

"Coordinate  the  relinquishment  and  rehabilitation  of  ■"J™*"' 
mineral  material  pits  with  Cal  trans  "-Good,  as  long  as  it  doesn  t 
interfere  with  bank  swallow  habitat. 

Establish  wild  and  scenic  river  status  for  Green  and  Dog  Creeks- 
Yes  !  PI  ease ! 

pp.__147r14S 

I  "Habitat  for  four  sensitive  species  occurs  in  the  MA""— which 
ones-   How  can  I  evaluate  such  a  vague  statement?   All  sensitive 
Ispecies  habitat  should  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  development. 


Bodie  .Hill 5,  Management.. Area 
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p   4— "yearlong  or  seasonal  protection  of  sage  grouse  areas 
witRin  2  miles  of  strutting  grounds"  etc.  What  does  this  mean. 
What  kind  of  protection? 

p.  63— Acquire  13,  825  acres  of  private  land  to  enhance  wildlife 
habitat"  etc.   This  sounds  great!   Although  it  is  difficult  to 
evaluate  without  knowing  what  will  happen  to  the  traded  land. 

I "enhance  dispersed  recreation  opportunities"  etc.   Why  is  this 
Inecessary,  especially  with  limited  funds? 

"Achieve  and/or  maintain  a  minimum  of  M>7.  ground  cover"  etc. 

What  does  this  mean?   This  is  very  confusing.   How  does  this  mesh 

with  DPC's? 

"Stabilize  and  restore  selected  stream  channels".   This  sounds 
good.   But  how  can  this  be  accomplished  without  fencing  streams? 
I  hiked  Rough  Creek  this  summer  and,  although  still  beautiful, 
has  sections  resembling  a  cow  sewer. 

"Bodie  Mountain  ACEC sounds  good,  at  least  if  ACEC  values  can 

really  be  en-forced- 
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Copper  Mountain  ACEC,  abolition  of  grazing,  etc.   I  am  in  favor 

of  this,  of  course,  but  I  don't  think  the  tradeoff  (permitting 

development  at  Conway  Ranch)  to  be  equitable  in  terms  of  wildlife 
habitat  improvement. 


"Allow  commercial  and  non-commercial  fuelwood  harvesting- 
it  will  enhance  wildlife  habitat"   See  comments  above. 
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"Employ  full  (fire)  suppression".   Is  this  really  necessary?   Is 
the  Eastern  Sierra  receiving  enough  fire  to  maintain  a  natural 
ecosystem.   This  seems  to  contradict  the  fuelwood  harvesting 
above — aren't  range  fires  the  most  healthful  and  natural  way  to 
maintain  a  diversity  of  serai  communities?   How  can  fuelwood 
gathering  substitute  for  natural  fires? 

"Designate  the  Bodie  Bowl,  the  Potato  Peak  area,  the  Rough  Creek 
area,  and  the  Beauty  Peak  area  as  the  Bodie  Mountain  ACEC" — YES! 
I  once  had  a  great  hike  up  Potato  Peak  in  June.   There  were 
hundreds  of  lupines  in  full  bloom,  sage  grouse  and  pronghorn. 
Currant  bushes  on  the  north  side  of  Potato  Peak  provide  great 
fall  berry  forage  for  migrating  landbirds.   Bodie  Peak  should 
also  be  included  in  the  ACEC. 

I've  also  hiked  up  Beauty  Peak,  which  certainly  lives  up  to 
its  name.   There  were  pronghorn  here  as  well.   The  lake  was  dry, 
but  could  provide  shorebird  habitat  during  wet  years-   Lots  of 
cows  here.   Beauty  Peak  certainly  deserves  designation  as  part  of 
the  ACEC.   I  frequently  have  seen  sage  grouse  in  the  Bodie  Bowl. 
There  is  also  supposed  to  be  a  unique  subspecies  or  race  of  pika 
here,  though  I  don't  have  a  citation  for  this-   Through  all  these 
areas,  I  heard  singing  Vesper  Sparrows,  which  are   a  diminishing 
species  in  the  Eastern  Sierra  (Gaines  19S8)  and  were  used  as  a 
sagebrush  indicator  species  by  the  Mono  Basin  National  Forest 
Scenic  Area  EIR. 

I  fully  support  both  the  classification  of  Rough  and  Atastra 
Creeks  as  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers   and  their  inclusion  in  the 
Bodie  ACEC.   I  hiked  down  Rough  Creek  from  Geiger  Grade  in 
September  1990  and  was  surprised  at  the  flow  despite  the  fact 
that  it  was  fall  after  the  third  dry  year-   There  were  a  number 
of  potentially  beautiful  springs  flowing  into  the  creek  that  were 
severely  trampled  by  livestock,  as  were  the  banks  of  the  stream. 
About  five  miles  below  Geiger  Grade,  I  found  what  I  assume  to  be 
a  relict  forest  of  lodgepole  pines  and  labrador  tea  (shrubs) ! ! ! 
It  had  a  spring  running  through  it  and  was  also  very  impacted  by 
cattle-   This  unique  grove  should  be  protected.   All  along  the 
stream,  there  were  a  number  of  migrant  landbirds  feeding  on 
currants-   Altogether,  I  observed  about  20  bird  species.   On  the 
way  home,  I  saw  two  white-tailed  jackrabbits  near  the  grazing 
exclusion  pens  on  the  flanks  of  Potato  Peak.    "In  California, 


93- 
34 

tonf. 


93- 
37 


93- 


93- 
39 


93- 
40 


the  species  has  been  considered  to  be  uncommon  and  seriously 
declining  as  in  Lassen  County,  where  no  sightings  have  been 

reported  in  the  last  twenty  years The  central  Sierra  may  be 

the  only  area  in  California  in  which  this  species  is  common" 
^Mammals_of _the_Mong„Lake-Iigga_Pass„Region — John  Harris  < 1982) 
Kutsavi  Press  p.  18). 

"Construct  the  following  mountain  bike/foot/  horse  trails  <1) 
from  Rough  Creek  to  Milk  Ranch  Canyon."   I  am  STRONGLY  opposed  to 
this.   In  fall,  1990  I  hiked  about  five  miles  down  Rough  Creek 
from  Beiger  Grade.   It  is  extremely  easy  hiking.   It  is  also 
extremely  wild  and  primitive,  which  is  the  reason  I  chose  this 
particular  hike.   There  is  absolutely  no  need  to  create  trails  in 
this  area  which  (a)  is  already  easily  accessible  by  horse  and 
foot,  and  (b)  is  already  extremely  degraded  in  terms  of  wildlife 
habitat  by  grazing — the  last  thing  it  needs  is  disturbance  by 
humans,  bikes,  etc.   There  are  already  hundreds  of  miles  of 
primitive  roads  available  for  mountain  bikes. 

<p.  64,  con.)  "(2)   along  the  railroad  grade  from  Mono  Basin  to 
Bodie  State  Park".   I  have  hiked  the  railroad  grade  from  Mono 
Mills  to  167.   It  is  like  a  highway — extremely  easy  to 
follow/hike.   There  is  absolutely  no  reason  to  waste  taxpayers 
dollars  to  " improve"  what  is  there.   It  would  also  completely 
ruin  the  adventure  and  romance  of  hiking  the  railroad  grade.   The 
eastern  Sierra  is  already  choked  by  interpretation/trails  between 
Yosemite  and  the  Mono  Basin  Scenic  Area.   We  need  to  maintain 
some  primitive  areas  for  those  who  need  that  kind  of  experience. 

I  realize  that  there  is  a  current  trend  to  "revitalize"  old 
railroad  tracks  with  trails.   However,  as  stated  above,  it  is  not 
appropriate  in  this  instance.   At  present,  there  is  a  perfectly 
good  road  often  used  by  mountain  bikers  within  a  mile  or  two  of 
the  (Mono  Basin  part  of  the)  grade  (Melanie  Findling,  Lauren 
Davis,  Sally  Miller,  Ron  Barager,  pers.  comm. ) .   Any 
"improvements"  to  the  grade  would  ruin  the  romantic  feel  nf  the 
site.  "(3)   connecting  Clark  Canyon  road"... I  have  never  hiked 
this  area  but  the  same  sentiment  applies. 

"Construct  4WD  routes" — This  is  completely  unnecessary.  The  Bodie 
Hills  are  choked  with  4WD  routes.   How  can  this  possibly  be  part 
of  a  "Natural  Resource  Enhancement"  alternative? 

"Construct  a  f oot/horse/bike  route  from  Bodie  Creek  Road  to  China 
camp"  —  I've  been  to  China  Camp  by  2ND.   Very  wild.  A  road  goes 
right  to  China  Camp.   Why  is  it  necessary  to  install  a  trail? 

"Develop  cooperative  agreements  or  acquire  conservation 
easements" — this  sounds  great. 

"Conduct  water  quality  inventories  near  mining  activity" — also 
sounds  good — but  I  hope  that  the  mining  companies  will  foot  the 
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"fence  selected  primitive  camping  areas" — I'm  not  sure  about 
this.   Where  will  this  be?   Why  would  this  still  be  necessary 
after  DPC's  go  in  effect?   How  big  would  these  enclosures  be?   I 
would  expect  that  anyone  who  wanted  to  camp  in  the  Bodie  Hills 
would  like  some  solitude.   Would  pit  toilets,  etc.  then  have  to 
be  installed  to  ensure  sanitation? 

93-  i "...Ducks  Unlimited" — I'm  unclear  on  the  concept.   Where  is  the 
YE  | duck  habitat  in  the  Bodie  Hills? 

"Use  prescribed  burning" — Yes! 

1  B_-__  65 

"Acquire  5,725  acres" — This  is  a  major  concession  from  the  13,825 
acres  of  land  acquisitions  described  in  Alternative  3. 
"Stablilize  and  restore  selected  stream  channels" — Yes! 
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"Encourage   conversion    from   cattle   to   sheep" — This   was   very 
confusing   to   me   until    Terri    Russi    explained    the   advantages.       Why 
isn't    this    included    under    Alternative    3? 

P_-._.66 

I'm  in  favor  of  all  efforts  to  limit  mining  in  the  Bodie 
Bowl.  I  am  not  an  expert  on  mining  issues.  Is  the  BLM  doing 
enough  in  this  document  to  discourage  open-pit  mining? 

"Coordinate  with  CDF  d  G  to  introduce  fishable  species...".   I 
find  this  "white  man's  philosophy"  of  having  to  create 
harvestable  resources  unfortunate.   Please  see  further  objections 
under  the  Adobe  Creek  discussion. 

Ei_120 

Bodie  Bowl  Special  Recreation  Area.   I  would  like  to  add  that  the 
Bowl  provides  important  sage  grouse  habitat.   The  town  of  Bodie 
is  a  well— known  place  to  see  sage  grouse  (sometimes  they  saunter 
down  the  main  street).   I've  seen  them  up  on  the  bluffs  and  on 
the  road  just  south  of  town.   Seeing  sage  grouse,  especially  in 
or  near  Bodie,  greatly  enhances  a  visitor's  experience. 

Pi_  ..147-151 

the    approx .    B5   miles   of    streams,    about    half    are    in   poor 

Iidition".    On    one   hand,    this    is   shocking.       On   the   other    hand,     I 
am    surprised    that    only   half    is   considered    to   be   poor.       When    was 
the    monitoring    undertaken? 
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Sensitive  plant  species.   What  is  being  done  to  protect  them? 
The  species  list  present  on  p.  151  does  not  include  Eriogonum 
h^t?evae  Oieatley's  Buckwheat),  located  in  "Bodie  Hills,  0.6 
m?les*south  of  Mormon  Meadows  at  Mine  east  of  road  to  Bridgeport 
Canvon"  "cNDD)  or  Draba  qyagrucistata  (Bodie  Hills  draba)  located 
a?  "Bodie  Hi  115,  3:1  miles  SSE  of  summit  of  Masonic  Hountatn  next 
to  Bodie-Masonic  Road,  top  of  Aurora  Canyon  0.2  miles  WSW  of 
junction  ofroad  to  Aurora  Canyon  and  road  to  Masonic  Mountain; 
0  2  mUes  north  of  intersection  of  roads  at  top  of  Aurora  Canyon; 
3>4  mile  south  of  east  peak  of  Masonic  Mountain  400  feet  along 
fence  from  road  to  Logan  Spring;  Approx.  1  mile  south-southeast 
of  east  peak  of  Masonic  Mountain,  from  600  to  1200  feet  east 
alono  fence  from  Logan  Spring  road;  Mormon  Meadows;  0.2  miles 
west  of  Travertine  Hot  Springs;  south  of  Beauty  Peak  near  dry 
lakes-  1  mile  southeast  of  Msonic  site;  5  miles  east  o* 
Bridgeport) (at  least  nine  sites;  all  neglected  in  the  RMP  !  ) 
Essentially  all  of  these  sites  are  described  as  being  grazed  by 
cattle  or  sheep  and  are  present  in  areas  that  could  be  re-opened 
to  mining.   All  sensitive  species  areas  should  be  withdrawn  from 
mineral  development! 

Nor  was  mention  made  of  PhaceIia_monensis  (Mono  County 
Phacelia);  present  at  seven  locations  within  the  Bodie  H*lls 
(CNDD),  which  observes  that  it  is  threatened  by  vehicle  traffic, 
grazing  and  road  grading  in  most  of  its  sites. 
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Long_VaLLey_Man.a.aement.__Area 

Long  Valley  consists  largely  of  wet  meadows,  all 
are  heavily  overgrazed.   This  entire  area  once  was,  and  still 
could  become  an  incredible  resource  for  wildlife.   Yellow  rails 
once  nested  here,  and  even  then  (1723)  the  discoverer  of  these 
rare  birds  commented  on  overgrazing  (Birds _pf  Calif grnia,  Dawson, 
1923)    Yellow  rails  breed  at  only  one  other  California  location. 
The  nesting  area  was  subsequently  drowned  by  the  creation  of 
Crowley  Reservoir.   Other  nesting  species  extirpated  from  the 
Eastern  Sierra  by  the  inundation  included  American  bitterns  and 
short-eared  owls  (Baines  178S) .   Willets  and  phalaropes  nest  in 
small  numbers,  and  a  few  ducks— gadwal  1 ,  wigeon  and  mallard 
manage  to  pull  off  broods  (Strauss,  unpub.  report  on  file  with 
Terri  Russi,  1970).   Sage  grouse  are  still  maintaining  small 
populations,  but  despite  numerous  hours  afield  in  the  area  in 
1790  I  never  saw  a  single  individual.   I  did,  however,  see 
innumerable  cow  pies,  trampled  banks  and  down  fences. 
Unfortunately,  since  a  lot  of  the  land  belongs  to  DWP,  it  falls 
upon  BLM  to  rise  above  the  current  deplorable  conditions  and  at 
least  restore  the  small  proportion  of  Long  Valley  lands  it  owns 
to  acceptable  conditions. 

It  is  especially  important  to  curb  grazing  in  this  area 
because  of  the  high  human  disturbance  factor,  which  is  difficult 
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to  control.   I  always  see  people  in  this  area,  unlike  many  other 
of  the  BLM  MA's.   I  made  three  visits  to  Hot  Creek  gorge  during 
Dec. -Jan.  1990-71,  only  saw  about  five  ducks  each  time,  and 
always  saw  hunters-   Furthermore,  hot  tub  users  are  seriously 
degrading  habitat  by  <1>  destroying  habitat  -for  unique 
invertebrates  and  birds  by  virtue  not  only  of  tub  construction, 
which  tends  to  convert  marshy  areas  into  "tub  and  stream" 
habitat,  but  also  by  outright  poisoning  o-f  the  system  through  the 
use  o-f  bleach  and  other  disinfectants,  (2)  increase  o-f  human 
disturbance  which  drives  away  birds  and  wildlife. 

"close  certain  areas  for  material  and/or  geothermal  development"- 
-Yes.   The  area  is  already  impacted  by  existing  geothermal 
development,  human  disturbance  and  grazing. 

"Land  acquisition  would  improve  control  of  vital  habitat  areas" — 
Yes.   Especially  important  to  purchase  the  Little  Alkali  Lakes, 
and  fence  them  (and  Big  Alkali  Lakes)  from  grazing.   This  area 
(all  sets  of  Alkali  Lakes!  is  extremely  interesting  for  birds 
(see  Strauss  1990),  which  love  the  shallow  alkaline  waters. 
Millets,  Wilson's  phalaropes,  avocets,  yel low— headed  blackbirds 
and  ducks  all  nest/attempt  to  nest  here.   A  hot  spring  that  is 
not  converted  to  a  tub  i  5  present  at  the  i  sthmus  between  the  two 
Big  Alkali  lakes.   Human  disturbance  from  windsurfers  (summer) 
and  skaters  (winter)  is  heavy  on  the  Big  Lakes.   The  whole  area 
is  a  sea  of  cow  pies  and  I  was  amazed  to  find  that  any  birds 
could  successfully  nest. 

"Negative  impacts  to  wildlife  species  resulting  from  increased 
recreational  use  would  be  mitigated" — This  sounds  like  a  good 
idea,  but  how  will  this  be  accomplished'?   Through  abolition  o-f 
grazing? 

Ei_?i 

9J.  |  "recreational  use  and  geothermal  development  are  secondary  to 
SI   Iwildlife" — What  about  grazing? 

"Close  the  Hot  Creek  access  road  from  11/3/-3/31" — Good! 


"Maintain  unique  and  important  vegetation  communities  in  present 
condition" — The  present  condition  is  definitely  not  acceptable, 
especially  if  BLM  plans  to  offset  human  impacts  as  described 
above. 


93-   "Maintain  95X  of  sensitive  plant  habitat  in  natural.. 
53  I  should  be  1007. 


.  " — This 


93-   "Limit  snowmobile  use  ot  designated  routes  in  sage  grouse 
SH   Iwintering  areas  from  11/15  to  3/1" — I'm  unclear  why  this  wasn't 


extended  to  include  all  of  March  and  April  so  that  leks  could  be 
*3_  protected  (I'm  assuming  that  there  are  leks  on  BLM  lands). 
*V  (Unless  snow  levels  are  so  low  by  that  time  that  snowmobiles  are 
not  using  the  area)-   Frankly,  snowmobi 1 ing  should  be  eliminated 
because  (1)  it  is  too  difficult  to  enforce  jse  of  designated 
routes  and  (2)  because  of  the  multiple  heavy  impacts  that  already 
occur,  as  described  above. 

"prohibit  mineral  material  pits  and  geothermal  leasing  south  of 
Convict  Creek  and  west  of  Crowley" — Good. 

"Manage  for  geothermal  development" — No  way!   Geothermal 
93-  development  has  already  proved  disastrous  in  New  Zealand,  at  the 
SS     Geysers  in  Sonoma  County,  etc.   The  Hot  Creek  fishery  is  already 
threatened  by  existing  geothermal  development.   The  thermal  marsh 
around  one-time  Casa  Diablo  geyser  is  gone.   If  the  thermal 
resource  were  to  become  depleted,  acres  of  unique  thermal  marsh 
and  themal  riparian  areas  would  be  eliminated — for  which  there  is 
almost  no  data  base  available  on  its  importance  to  wildlife 
besides  the  fishery-   Furthermore,  it  is  an  important  tourist 
resource.   There  were  hundreds  of  people  wandering  in  the  Hot 
Creek  area  during  this  past  Christmas-New  Year's,  thus  providing 
a  much  needed  tourist  resource  during  low  snow  years. 

B_-^Z2 

"wildlife  of  particular  concern  are  sage  grouse,  . . . Dwens  tui 

93-  chub,  Great  basin  spr ingsnai 1  ...  Sensitive  splants  include "  — 

5*  This  is  the  most  disorganized  document  I've  seen  in  the  eastern 
Sierra.   Why  wasn't  this  level  of  discussion  present  in  the  other 
MA's,  all  of  which  contain  sensitive  plant  and  animal  species, 
much  of  which  is  already  summarized  in  the  California  Natural 
Diversity  data  base? 

ERAC  is  present  at  5  sites  in  the  Long  Valley  area.   This 
level  of  detail  should  have  been  included  in  this  document! 

93-  I  "Meet  DPC  goals  on  35  acres  of  riparian  areas" — This  seems  too 
37  | low!   These  riparian  areas  are  unique  (see  above). 


93- 


"Prepare  an  activity  plan  for  hot  springs  management,  mountain 
bike  trail  development,  dispersed  camping  and  other  recreation" — 
These  detils  should  be  in  this  document,  since  it  is  part  of  the 
meat— and— potatoes  of  how  conditions  could  be  improved  in  Long 
Valley.   I  hope  that  this  document  will  be  available  for  public 
review. 


B^„?3 

93-    I  "Acquire   555   acres   of    private    land" 
59  | better. 


Alt.    3    is   much 
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"Provide  for  recreational  hot  spring  use  while  mitigating  impacts 
to  threatened  and  endangered  species" — How?   Sounds 
contradictory. 

"Allow  commercial  and  non— commercial  -fuelwood  harvesting  o-f  dead 
(down  only)  trees" — No.   People  will  "poach"  (knock  down)  snags. 
This  will  happen  anyways  as  camping  pressures  increase  in  the 
area. 

q._153 

Windsurfing.   Windsurfing  impacts  not  only  nesting  waterfowl  and 
shorebirds,  but  feeding  avocets,  roosting  gulls  and  terns,  etc. 
I'm  not  necessarily  opposed  to  windsurfing,  but  I  do  feel  that 
grazing  should  be  eliminated  around  these  nifty  lakes  to 
compensate.   I  saw  people  skating  there  this  winter.   Perhaps 
sensitive  areas  (probably  the  isthmus  at  the  east  end)  could  be 
cordoned  off  from  windsurfers  to  minimize  disturbance. 

"wildlife  observation" — The  Alkali  Lakes  are  a  famous  birding 
spot. 

"Featured  wildlife  species  include  sage  grouse" — This  discussion 

93-  should  include  some  of  the  other  things  I  mentioned  above,  such 

62  as  willets  (Long  Valley  may  be  the  southernmost  breeding  locale 

for  willets).   See  Strauss  1990.   It  has  a  chart  at  the  end 

chronicling  what  species  have  been  observed  thus  far  at  the 

Alkali  Lakes. 

SC3QiiB_0eyptain  Management  Area 

I  have  spent  a  lot  of  my  weekends  over  the  last  nine  years 
93-  birding  Black  Lake  and  River  Springs,  hiking  Granite  Mountain, 
^3  and  exploring  the  Cowtracks  and  Dry  Creek.  One  of  my  dreams  would 
be  to  some  day  see  a  Great  Basin  reserve  stretching  from  the 
Sierras  through  Adobe  Valley  and  the  Excelsiors  to  State  Route  6. 
Part  of  this  dream  is  coming  to  reality  with  creation  of  the  Mono 
Basin  National  Forest  Scenic  Area.   I  feel  that  a  reserve  of  this 
nature  makes  good  biological  sense  because  it  would  protect  the 
migratory  corridors  and  wintering  range  of  the  Mono  Basin  deer 
herd.   This  reserve  would  also  encompass  a  unique  terminal  lake, 
wild  horses,  wetlands  where  Wilson's  phalaropes  breed,  and, 
eventually,  sage  grouse  leks  and  viable  pronghorn  herds. 

93-  I      The  discussion/consideration  of  sensitive  species  is  weak  in 
L*i   'this  section. 


93- 


I  strongly  support  the  acquisition  of  Black  Lake  and  the 
private  parcel  near  Adobe  Lake.   Both  places  provide  fantastic 
wildlife  habitat.   Black  Lake  supports  nesting  willets,  ruddy 


93- 

ts 


93- 
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93- 


ducks  and  yel 1 ow— headed  blackbirds.   It  has  an 
invertebrate  fauna.   Snowy  plovers  nest  in  Adobe 
Black  Lake  and  River  Springs  (Dave  Shuford,  pers 
River  Springs  parcel  should  also  be  purchased. 
(California  Natural  Diversity  Database)  list  as 
Owens/Mojave  desert  perennial  pool  habitat — the 
representative  listed  for  the  eastern  Sierra.   I 
nesting  ducks  and  shorebirds.   CNDD  states  that 
pupfish.   I  would  also  expect  that  all  of  the  ab 
represent  transmontane  alkali  marsh,  another  uni 


nteresting 

Valley  between 
.  comm. ) .   The 
It  is  on  the  CNDD 
representing  the 
on  1  y  such 
t  also  supports 
it  has  Amargosa 
ove  sites 
que  habitat. 


I  also  can't  say  enough  in  favor  of  your  serious 
consideration  of  acquiring  the  Cownay  Ranch  property.   It  has 
received  classification  as  transmontane  alkali  marsh  (Dean 
Taylor,  pers.  comm.).   Only  Fish  Slough  represents  transmontane 
alkali  marsh  on  the  CNDD  list.   Snipe,  ducks,  yellow-headed 
blackbirds  and  other  wet  meadows  inhabitants  nest  there.   A  rare 
butterfly,  the  Apache  silverspot,  has  a  large  breeding  colony  at 
Conway  Ranch  and  several  other  rare  butterflies  are  also  found 
here  (see  Conway  Ranch  final  EIR) .   Furthermore,  a  portion  of  the 
Mono  Basin  deer  herd  migrates  through  the  property. 

Since  the  eventual  goal  of  the  Mono  Basin  National  Forest 
Scenic  Area  is  to  eliminate  grazing,  I  feel  that  the  BLM  should 
support  this  forward-thinking  trend  and  propose  the  same  for  the 
Granite  Mountain  MA. 


"Major  improvement  of  Adobe  Creek  for  trout  reintro. " — Trout  is 
hardly  an  improvement!   What  affects  would  this  have  on  possible 
endemic  invertebrate  species?   Why  can't  a  few  Eastern  Sierran 
streams  be  allowed  to  remain  trout-free?   There  is  already  trout 
in  this  stream  south  of  120.   One  spring  after  a  wet  year,  I  saw 
thousands  of  young  spadefoot  toads  at  lower  Adobe  Creek  near  the 
corral.   There  were  so  many  that  I  have  to  admit  we  spent  a  lazy 
afternoon  making  toad  highways  and  corrals  out  of  the  sand  along 
the  creek.   Wouldn't  trout  eat  the  toad  eggs?   California  gulls 
were  feeding  on  the  toads.   I  have  never  since  seen  so  many  toads 
at  once. 

"livestock  exclusion  in  the  Larkin  Lake. . . al lotment" — Yes! 
The  shallow  playa  must  make  excellent  bird  habitat  during  wet 
years  (I've  only  visited  it  during  dry  years).   Wild  horses  have 
been  reported  using  the  lakebed  (Janet  Carle,  pers.  comm.).   I 
support  elimination  of  grazing  from  the  Frazier  Canyon  allotment, 
as  well,  but  I  can't  determine  where  this  is  from  the  map. 

"yearlong  protection  of  Jeffrey  pine  at  Dry  Creek" — Yes.   This  is 
a  wild  and  unique  stream  course.   I  suspect  Lewis'  woodpeckers 
may  nest  in  there. 


5-273 


93- 


93- 

69 


93- 

70 


-93- 
7/ 


»3- 

72 


93- 
73 


93- 
71 


93- 
73" 


J6 

"all  Bureau  lands  would  be  open  to  mineral  development" — Why? 
What  about  sensitive  species?   What  about  the  possible  creation 
of  a  giant  Great  Basin  wildlife  reserve?  (see  above). 


Bs_fi?r29 


How 


"Manage-. -to  improve  livestock  -forage" — What  does  this  mean? 
can  I  have  faith,  for  instance,  in  the  DPC  concept  with  a 
statement  like  this?   Does  this  mean  seeding  with  introduced 
species,  which  would  degrade  what  little  integrity  is  left  of  the 
natural  vegetation? 

"Improve  waterfowl  habitat  at  Adobe  and  Antelope  Lakes" — What 
does  this  mean?   Fencing  to  remove  wildlife  would  be  an 
improvement-   But  blasting  to  deepen  ponds,  etc.  may  have 
significant  impacts  to  birds  that  prefer  shallow  water, 
invertebrate  species,  etc. 

"employ  full  (fire)  suppression  in  Adobe  Valley  only  when  human 
life,  etc  is  threatened" — Bond ! 

"Chemically  control  3,760  acres  of  sagebrush  on  the  Adobe  Valley 
allotment" — This  would  be  a  very  sad  mistake.   This  type  of 
management  should  be  abandoned.   What  about  sagebrush  dependent 
species? 

"Improve  water  distribution  in  pastures  4  and  5" — Where  is  this? 
t^hy  should  any  changes  be  made  at  taxpayer's  expense  when  grazing 
on  public  lands  is  already  heavily  subsidized? 

"Provide  habitat  for  wild  horses  in  Adobe  Valley  and  east  Mono 
Basin  as  per  the  HMP  for  the  Montgomery  Pass  Herd"  —  I  don't  have 
this  document  so  it  is  hard  to  respond  to  this  statement. 

"Alios*  commercial  timber  harvest  of  Jeffrey  pine  at  Dry  Creek"  — 
This  seems  absurd.   Timber  here  is  second  growth  and  grows 
extremely  slowly  due  to  the  dry  conditions.   The  Forest  Service 
is  already  logging  the  heck  out  of  the  Jeffrey  pine  forest  east 
of  Hwy.  395. 

"Enhance  senti-primitive  non— motor  i  zed  and  motorized  dispersed 
recreation" — Absolutely  not  necessary.   This  area  is  already 
veined  with  innumerable  roads. 

"Stabilize  and  restore  Adobe  Creek  to  meet  habitat  conditions  for 
a  naturally  reproducing  trout  population" — The  goals  sound  good 
but  the  stream  shouldn't  be  managed  for  trout.   I  can't  imagine 
it  would  ever  become  a  world— class  trout  stream. 

"Protect  and  enhance  raptor  nesting  and  roosting  sites" — This 
sounds  beneficial,  but  what  does  "enhance"  mean?   Usually  when 
humans  try  to  improve  something  they  end  up  making  the  situation 
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"Yearlong  protection  within  1  mile  of  the  Mono  Basin  National 
Forest  Scenic  Area" — What  kind  of  protection?   A  one  mile  strip 
is  extremely  minimal,  especially  with  the  enormous 
viewshed/visibi 1 i ty  of  the  Mono  Basin.   See  suggestion  for  a 
reserve  above. 

"Allow  commercial  and  non— commercial  harvesting  of  dead  trees  and 
live  wood  where  it  will  further  wildlife  habitat  and  DPC  goals" — 
I  find  this  statement  difficult  to  believe,  especially  under  the 
so-called  wildlife  alternative.   What  will  this  succeed  to? 
Presumably  sagebrush  habitat,  of  which  there  is  already  at  least 
17,000  acres  in  this  MA  and  for  which  chemical  poisoning  was 
proposed  under  Alternative  1.   I  think  allowing  people  to  remove 
live  wood  is  a  big  mistake.   It  will  confuse  people  about  Forest 
Service/BLM  regulations,  which  are  already  near  impossible  to 
enforce  due  to  the  large  area  necessary  to  patrol-   It  should 
also  be  kept  in  mind  that  much  of  the  pinyon  in  this  MA  (as  well 
as  the  Bodie  MA)  may  be  second  growth  as  a  result  of  Bodie 
woodcutters.   I  feel  that  the  eastern  Sierra  pinyon  community  has 
already  suffered  enough  devastation.   Allowing  such  harvesting  in 
Frazier  Canyon  for  mule  deer  habitat  improvement  is  short- 
sighted.  Removal  of  pinyons  will  ruin  the  primitive  nature  of 
the  sre^.       "The  quality  of  recreation  opportunities  is  high  for 
users  who  seek  spacious  sage  covered  basins  encircled  by  stark, 
pinyon  covered  hills"  (RMP  p.  151).   Mule  deer  will  receive  much 
greater  benefit  by  removing  substantial  AUMs. 

"Acquire  scenic  easements" — Yes! 

"Develop  an  interpretative  plan" — I  don't  feel  this  is  necessary. 
The  Forest  Service  is  already  doing  a  fine  job  by  providing  a  new 
Visitor  Center  and  more  signs  and  interpretative  fixtures.   See 
the  final  Mono  Basin  National  Forest  Scenic  Area  plan  for  more 
detai 1 s. 


75 


"Fence  water-fowl  nesti  ng  areas  -from  1  i  vestock  use" — Yes  ' 
However,  160  acres  is  minimal ,  especial ly  considering  that  this 

MA  contains  over  160, 000  acres.   Fencing  springs  is  al so  a  great 
idea,  but  more  should  be  included. 

"Construct  goose  nesting  plat-forms" — This  is,  as  -far  as  I  know,  £ 
big  waste  o-f  money,  plus  they  ar&    unsightly=   Have  the  plat-forms 
at  Mono  Lake  or  on  Little  Hot  Creek  ever  been  used?   I  doubt  it, 
but  I  would  like  to  know  if  so.   Livestock  removal  is  much  more 

important. 

" Inventory  sage  grouse" — Yes '  I'm  surprised /saddened  that  thi s 
hasn* t  already  been  accompl i shed. 


"Develop  water  sources  for  mule  deer  5  etc-  " — Again,  I  -feel  -funds 


could  be  better  spent  by  fencing  of-f  livestock  rather  than 
attempting  to  improve  sub— optimum  habitat. 

93-  ("Determine  raptor  nesting  site  protective  zones" — Yes!   But  this 
80  Ishould  have  been  done  be-fore  the  RMP  came  out,  and    for  all  MAs. 
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"Coordinate  with  private  landowners  at  Conway  Ranch  to  retain 
current  -fishery  and  wildli-fe  habitat  on  Wilson  Creek" — Yes! 
Better  yet,  acqui re  the  ranch  and  remove  the  1 i vestock. 

"Specific  restrictions  on  geothermal  and  salable  mineral 
development  and  rights— of —way  were  considered  in  Alt.  3  to 
protect  Mono  Basin  scenery. . .VRM  IT  classification  will 
adequately  protect  the  visual  resources  near  Mono  Lake" — This  is 
not  convi  ncing.   What  a.re    the  precedents  for  this?   A  lot  of 
effort  has  gone  into  establishing  the  Scenic  Area.   BUM  should 
support  it  in  every  possi  ble  way. 

B-..151-2 

Astragalus  mpnensis,  Lupinus  duranii — Actually,  I  am  a  little 
confused  by  the  i ncl usi on  of  Big  Sand  Fl at,  since  it  was  my 
understanding  that  these  lands  now  belonged  to  USFS.   The  Big 
Sand  Flat  i  s  extremel y  degraded  by  sheep  grazing.   It  1 ooks  more 
1  i  ke  something  i n  Saudi  Arabia  than  the  Eastern  Sierra  (except  i t 
has  fewer  tank  tracks).   Big  sand  Flat  is  also  listed  in  CNDD  as 
representing  a  unique  habitat,  "Mono  pumice  flat".   Everything 
possible  should  be  done  to  preserve  this  special  place.   All 
sensitive  plant  habitat  should  be  withdrawn  from  mineral 
development  and  protected  from  1 i vestock. 

No  menti on  was  made  of  Astragalus  pseud ^od an thus  (Tonopah 
milk  vetch),  described  on  eight  locations  on  BLM  lands  in  the 
eastern  Mono  Basi  n ! 

Benton  MA 

I  haven ' t  spent  as  much  ti  me  in  thi  s  MA  as  some  others,  but 
have  hiked  across  BLM  lands  to  Montgomery  City  and  the  Owens 
River  gorge,  explored  Yellow  Jacket  road  and  Red  Rack  Canyon, 
birded  Fish  Slough  and  visited  a  few  of  the  volcanic  tableland 
petrogl yphs.   My  general  i  mpression  i  s  that  thi  s  is  a  very  dry 
area  that  really  shouldn't  have  to  suffer  from  grazing  in  the 
first  pi  ace.   I've  never  actual  1 y  seen  a  wi  de  di  versity  of  bi  rds 
at  Fi  sh  Slough,  but  it  looks  like  good  habi  tat  and  everything 
possi bl e  shoul d  be  done  to  preserve  and  i  mprove  it-   A  number  of 
raptors — red— tai led  hawks  and  a  gol den  eagl e — were  riding  the 
thermal s  over  Owens  River  gorge  when  I  was  there.   I  hope  the 
area  is  never    i  mpacted  by  a  power 1 i  ne  on  adj  acent  BLM  1 ands. 
There  were  a  number  of  raptor  and /or  raven  nests  on  the  gorge 
wal Is. 
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This  MA  is  near  Bishop,  and  thus  suffers  from  the 
concomitant  disturbance.   Reduction  of  grazing  and  OHV  use  should 
be  promoted  to  offset  the  deleterious  effects  to  wildlife. 

P-  5-6 

"land  disposals  which  range  from  0  to  11,551  acres" — the  latter 
would  be  make  a  substantial  change  in  what  is  currently  a  small 
community.   There  is  no  way  that  I  could  advocate  such  a  trade 
without  having  substantially  more  information  Dn  the  impacts. 

"yearlong  protection  of  threatened  and  endangered  species 
habitats" — This  should  have  been  initiated  long  ago3  and  should 
be  undertaken  for  all  MAs-   Mineral  withdrawals  should  take  place 
on  these  lands. 

"continued  protection  of  petrogl yph  sites  by  existing  minerals 
withdrawals" — Yes. 

"reintroduction  of  threatened  and  endangered  species  at  5  new 
sites" — This  kind  of  vague  statement  is  impossible  to  endorse. 
What  species?   Where?   What  impacts  would  this  have  on  existing 
invertebrates  and  other  species?   Many  pupfish  introductions^  for 
instance,  occured  in  waters  that  may  have  held  unique  species, 
but  no  inventory  was  conducted  before  the  fish  were  released. 

"exclusion  of  livestock  grazing  at  the  Fish  Slough  Allotment 
6004" — Yes. 

BP--._.Z4zZ§ 

93-  ["Improve  waterfowl  habitat  in  the  ACEC" — What  does 
67   I  See  comments  above  for  Grani  te  Mountai  n  MA. 


this  mean? 


"Prohibit  livestock  grazing  in  the  riparian  zones  of  Marble  and 
Silver  Creeks" — Yes.   How  will  this  be  accomplished?   Perhaps 
this  allotment  should  be  phased  out.   What  about  eliminating 
graz  ing  in  more  pi  aces? 


"Coordi nate  vehicle 
with  USFS" — Yes.  I 
station  wi Id  horse 
especially  since  th 
a  small  band  of  wi  1 
this  place  was  list 
Forest  Service.  Th 
pick  up  arrowheads? 
protect  what  little 
should  be  closed  to 


use  management  i  n  the  Truman  Meadows  a.reA 

visited  this  area  during  a  Rack  Creek  pack 
trip.   It  is  an  important  place  for  wildlife, 
ere  is  so  little  water  in  the  Pizonas.   We  saw 
d  horses  here.   I  was  saddened  to  see  that 
ed  in  a  jeep  trails  book  sold  at  the  Toiyabe 
e  book  promoted  going  to  Truman  Meadows  to 
Everything  possible  should  be  done  to 

remains  of  cultural  sites.   I  think  this  road 

vehicle  access. 


93-  I "Monitor  Astragalus  lentioehosia  piscenensis" — Of  course!   I 
9o  Iwould  expect  that  all  sensitive  plants  and  animals  are    being 
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monitored — for  all  MAs. 

The  discussion  of  sensitive  plant  species  is  incomplete. 
CNDD  lists  Erioggnum  ampul laceum  at  various  places  within  Benton 
MA:  "pumice  quarries,  E  of  Benton  range,  about  one  mile  SW  of 
Benton  Hot  Springs;  also  1.6  miles  northeast  of  Benton  Hot 
Springs",   Why  was  this  species  discussed  under  the  Granite 
Mountain  MA  but  not  here? 

"Thin  vegetation  on  portions  of  Marble  Creek" — Hunh?   Why? 
Riparian  vegetation?   This  needs  a  heck  of  a  lot  more 
substantiation. 

"Raise  the  water  level  in  Silver  Creek" — What  ramifications  would 
this  have  on  up-  and  down-stream  systems?   How  will  the  flow  be 
regulated  on  this  stream?   Does  this  mean  that  a  dam  will  have  to 
be  installed? 


93-  I  "Identify  several  pumice  sale  blocks" — What  about  public  review 
93  I  of  such  a  process? 
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"Enhance  semi -primitive  dispersed  non-motorized  recreation 
opportunities  in  the  south  Tableland  area,  and  provide  physical 
settings  for  activities  including  hiking..." — "Enhancing"  a 
primitive  experience  sounds  like  a  contradiction  in  terms. 
"Providing  physical  settings" — Isn't  the  rugged  lava  and  backdrop 
of  the  White  Mountains  physical  enough?   What  does  this  all  mean- 
-blasting  out  bike  paths  through  the  lava?   I  cannot  endorse  such 
a  vague  and  ill— defined  statement. 

"Seasonal  protection  of  sage  grouse  wintering  areas  from  12/1  to 
3/1" — Shouldn't  protection  be  year-round,  such  as  reduction  of 

grazing?   Should  this  be  extended  at  least  to  5/1  to  protect 
leks? 

"Yearlong  protection  of  Owens  pupfish,  Owens  tui  chub,  etc" — 
Good!   But  why  isn't  this  being  done  already?   And  why  weren't 
sensitive  species  in  most  of  the  other  MAs  afforded  yearlong 
protection?   What  kind  of  protection  is  this,  anyways?   It  should 
include  withdrawal  of  their  habitat  from  mineral  development. 

What  about  the  population  of  Owens  speckled  dace  described 
at  "spring  on  East  side  of  North  fork  Owens  River  at  Mathieu 
Ranch,  Hammil  Valley,  5.5  miles  S.  of  Benton  Station" (CNDD)  which 
was  described  as  "possibly  extirpated,  this  site"?   Has  any 
recent  monitoring  been  conducted  at  this  locale? 
"Employ  full  (fire)  suppression  techniques" — what  effect  will 
this  have  on  fire-adapted  plant  communities?   See  discussion 
above. 

E.....155-157 


93- 


93- 
»7 


93- 
96 


93- 

99 


Discussion  of  species  of  special  concern — This  is  excellent.   I 
wish  this  level  of  discussion  was  available  in  the  other  MAs. 
All  habitat  for  these  sensitive  species  should  be  withdrawn  from 
mineral  development.   Grazing  should  be  minimized.   Monitoring 
should  be  conducted. 

Watershed  withdrawals 

I  feel  that  blanket  watershed  withdrawals  could  create  an 
extremely  dangerous  situation  in  the  eastern  Sierra.   It  would  be 

much  more  prudent  to  allow  piecemeal  withdrawals,  when  and  where 
needed,  after  a  thorough  analysis  was  conducted  to  determine 

impacts. 

Tran5missign_liQe_cgrridgr 

First  of  all,  this  should  be  treated  in  a  separate  multi- 
agency  document  and  not  shoehorned  into  the  RMP.   1  cannot  make 
an  educated  decision  about  the  various  alternatives  without 
analyzing  the  impacts  to  BLM,  USFS  and  private  lands,  if  any. 

I  feel  that  the  need  for  a  new  transmission  line  was  not 
established  to  my  satisfaction.   The  fact  that  LADWP  provided  the 
substantiating  information  seemed  very  suspicious.   Also, 
although  I  have  no  reference,  I  have  frequently  heard  that 
California  currently  has  a  surplus  of  power. 

Due  to  the  law  vegetation,  the  transmission  line  corridor 
would  have  a  tremendous  impact  on  the  viewshed  regardless  of 
which  alternative  was  chosen.   All  three  of  the  alternatives 
routes  are  in  wild  areas  that  are  important  to  wildlife.   None 
are  acceptable. 

BLM  lands  are  already  having  to  incorporate  a  huge  500 
kilovolt  transmission  line  through  Idaho,  Nevada  and  Utah  (the 
Southwest  Intertie  Project).   When  will  the  need  for  these  ugly, 
habitat  destructive  facilities  cease?   The  Eastern  Sierra  already 
has  its,  in  my  opinion,  its  fair  share. 

Therefore,  I  strongly  encourage  BLM  to  adopt  the  "No 
project"  alternative.   It  is  the  only  sensible  choice. 

Appendix  _6 

This  list  should  also  include  Swainson's  Hawk  (I've  seen 
93-  them  in  Bridgeport  Valley  though  not  on  BLM  lands),  Willow 
/06  Flycatcher  (1990  State  Fish  and  Game  endangered — see  Gaines  1988- 
-quite  possible  on  riparian  BLM  lands),  and  Bank  Swallow  (CA 
threatened — I  think  the  site  described  in  Bridgeport  MA  is  on  BLM 
lands).   I  did  not  review  anything  besides  the  bird  list  for  this 
appendi  x . 
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Final  comments 

Species  diversity  is  a  critical  issue.   Many  plant  and 
wildlife  species  are  on  the  edge  in  the  eastern  Sierra.. 
The  Plan  does  not  do  justice  to  either  the  remarkable  species 
diversity  that  manages  to  survive  in  the  eastern  Sierra,  or  to 
propose  specific  plans  to  restore/perpetuate  them.   I  have  listed 
a  number  o-f  species  above  that  were  completely  eliminated  -from 
the  draft  RMP.   The  only  excuse  I  can  think  of  is  that  my  CNDD 
printout  is  several  years  old  and  some  of  those  species  may  have 
been  removed  from  sensitive  status.   Even  so,  they  should  be 
monitored  to  determine  if  dry  conditions,  roads,  grazing,  etc. 
impacts  them  to  the  point  that  they  are   again  threatened.   Also, 
all  sensitive  species  habitat  should  be  withdrawn  from  mineral 
development  ("Locatable  mineral  development  would  substantially 
impact  14  populations  of  4  sensitive  animal  species"  p.  197). 

Huntable  species  such  as  sage  grouse  and  antelope  Bre 
important  and  are  excellent  sagebrush/meadows  indicator  species. 
However,  it  is  shocking  that  more  attention  wasn't  focussed  on 
non— game  species.   Chukar  are  introduced  and  should  not  be 
managed  for  in  the  eastern  Sierra.   Improving  water  sources  for 
game  species  in  the  Inyo  Mountains,  as  recommended  by  CDF  &  B, 
would  almost  undoubtedly  cause  harm  to  the  resident  Inyo  slender 
salamandar  and  is  a  ill-conceived  idea. 

Land  acquisitions  can  play  a  major  role  in  maintaining 
diversity  if  the  parcels  are  ungrazed.   Conway  Ranch  is  a 
precious  example  of  transmontane  alkali  marsh.   Black  Lake  is  one 
of  the  few  eastern  Sierra  locales  where  ruddy  ducks  nest  in 
profusion.   River  Springs  provides  willet  and  snowy  plover 
nesting  habitat.   Sinnamon  Meadows  probably  harbors  Northern. 
goshawks.   These  are  a  few  examples  of  places  that  should  be 
rescued  before  development  threatens  them. 

A  major  problem  with  eastern  Sierra  wildlife  management  is 
the  checkerboard  of  land  ownership.   Bridgeport  Res.,  Crowley 
Res.,  and  Topaz  Lake  all  share  ownership  with  LADWP,  BLM,  private 
parties,  etc.  and  because  of  this  they  do  not  live  up  to  their 
potential  as  wildlife  habitat.   Grazing  has  destroyed  wetlands. 
Float— tubers  and  water  ski  boats  disturb  pelicans  and  nesting 
grebes  (Crowley).  ORV  activity  interferes  with  geese  at  Topaz. 
Land  acquisition  may  help  and  some  of  these  parcels  should  be 
included  on  the  land  acquisition  list.   Increased  human 
interference,  such  as  providing  road  access  to  the  west  side  of 
Bridgeport  Reservoir,  is  completely  inappropriate. 

Likewise,  constructing  trails  in  the  eastern  Sierra  is  not 
ill  propriate.   (a)  Recreati  onal  i  sts  utilize  BLM  lands  because  they 
want  a  primitive  experience.   There  are  plenty  of  trails  in 
Yosemite  and  Forest  Service  canyons.   (b)   Trails  are  not 
necessary.   Much  of  the  land  is  open  and  is  punctuated  by  roads. 
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Generally,  I  have  steered  away  from  endorsing  one 
alternative  over  another  in  the  comments  above.   I  feel  that 
Alternative  3  is  slightly  superior  over  Alt.  4  because  it  would 
encourage  more  land  acquisitions.   However,  Alt.  3  is  not  far- 
reaching  or  strong  enough  to  actualize  much— needed  changes  ^ar 
eastern  Sierra  wildlife. 

Finally,  I  cannot  subscribe  to  the  DPC  concept  as  it  is 
presented.   There  is  no  data  to  indicate  where  the  acreages 
recommended  for  "meeting  DPC  goals"  comes  from;  nor  is  there  any 
substantiating  information  on  where  the  statistics  in  Appendix  1 
were  obtained.   How  will  this  be  monitored?   The  DPC  concept, 
completely  untested  thus  far,  deserves  a  separate  document  that 
will  clarify  to  the  average  reader  how  the  figures  were  generated 
and  how  it  will  be  enforced.   The  summary  letter  from  the  public 
meetings  (BLM,  12/21/90)  reinforces  my  worst  fears  regarding  the 
ineffectiveness  of  DPC's:  "We  think  we  can  significantly  imporve 
wildlife  habitat  by  meeting  DPC  goals,  without  serious  impacts  on 
livestock  operations".   This  is  a  contradiction  in  terms. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  draft  RMP> 

Sincerel y, 


sincerely,   a 

Emilie  Strauss 
510  62nd  St. 
Oakland,  CA  94609 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  93  (Emilie  Strauss) 

93-1)      Please  see  the  "Grazing"  general  response  (p.5-1 1). 

93-2)      Your  comment  has  been  considered  in  the  final  plan. 

93-3)  The  data  base  for  biological  resources  is  part  of  the  public 
record.  Within  the  final  document  discussion  is  provided 
concerning  habitat  and  population  condition  for  candidate 
species. 

93-4)  Acquired  lands  could  be  available  for  livestock  grazing.  We 
would  have  no  control  over  the  lands  after  an  exchange  or  sale, 
but  the  site-specific  environmental  assessments  will  project  what 
the  future  use  of  the  land  would  be.  See  also  the  general 
response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals. 

93-5)  The  delta  at  the  West  Walker  River  and  Topaz  Lake  will  not  be 
included  under  Alternative  4  for  acquisition.  Other  proposed 
acquisitions  and  decisions  provide  necessary  emphasis  on 
waterfowl  habitat  management. 

93-6)  The  proposed  modification  of  plant  species  composition  in 
pinyon-juniper  areas  would  be  directed  at  those  sites  where  the 
tree  overstory  dominates  to  the  near  or  total  exclusion  of 
understory  vegetation.  Chaining  would  not  be  used  to  meet  bird 
and  mammal  habitat  diversity  goals  in  pinyon-juniper  sites.  Tree 
removal  would  occur  to  provide  a  high  potential  for  increased 
abundance  and/or  variety  of  forest  dwelling  species. 

93-7)  Water  sources  for  native  quail  populations  are  proposed  in 
Alternative  4.  Locations  for  those  guzzlers  would  be  carefully 
selected  to  prohibit  an  increase  in  exotic  (chukar)  game  bird 
populations. 

93-8)      Please  refer  to  response  45-2. 

93-9)      Your  comment  has  been  considered  in  the  final  plan. 


93-1 0)  The  50  acres  of  riparian  vegetation  proposed  to  meet  DPC  goals 
is  100%  of  the  available  vegetation  type. 

93-11)  Your  comment  has  been  considered  in  the  final  plan.  Any  trail 
location  would  not  impact  mountain  beaver  habitat. 

93-1 2)  Thank  you  for  your  comment;  it  has  been  noted  and  considered. 
For  further  information,  see  general  response  to  comments  on 
OHV  management  (p.5-8). 

93-13)  In  the  Coleville  MA,  50%  of  the  range  is  in  an  unallotted  grazing 
status.  The  areas  are  public  land:  south  of  the  town  of  Walker; 
Little  Antelope  Valley;  west  of  highway  395  and  north  of  Monitor 
Pass  turn-off  (previously  known  as  Wild  Oat  allotment),  east  of 
Eastside  Lane;  and  the  area  previously  known  as  Chichester 
allotment.  Generally,  the  cover  types  are  big  sagebrush- 
bitterbrush-bunchgrass  and  big  sagebrush-bitterbrush- 
pinyon/juniper. 

93-14,15,16)  Your  comments  have  been  considered  in  the  final  plan. 

93-17)    See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals  (p.5-9). 

93-1 8)  Interpretive  media  and  messages  for  the  Travertine  Hot  Springs 
area  fall  outside  the  scope  of  this  RMP.  They  will  be  addressed 
in  the  upcoming  activity  plan  for  the  area. 

93-1 9)    Your  comment  has  been  considered  in  the  final  plan. 

93-20)  The  decision  has  been  dropped  from  Alternative  4  for  the 
Bridgeport  management  area. 

93-21)    See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals. 

93-22)    Please  see  general  response  for  geothermal  issues  (p.5-1 5). 

93-23)  The  prescription  was  modified  in  Alternative  4  of  the  draft  RMP 
to  consider  waterfowl  habitat  needs.  Note  that  "vehicle"  was  also 
eliminated  in  the  preferred  alternative. 
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93-24)  At  this  time  we  do  not  have  enough  information  on  the  Walker 
river  delta  parcel  to  determine  where  it  would  rank  with  our  other 
proposed  acquisitions.  The  RMP  has  been  revised  to  allow  for 
potential  acquisition  of  wetlands  or  sensitive  species  habitat  not 
specifically  identified  in  the  plan. 

93-25)  The  yearlong  protection  of  riparian  areas,  wildlife,  and  plant 
habitats  as  well  as  scenic  and  recreation  resources  for  the 
Conway  Summit  ACEC  will  be  implemented  so  they  are 
compatible  and  complementary  with  each  other. 

93-26)    See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals. 

93-27)    Please  see  general  response  for  geothermal  issues. 

93-28)    Thank  you;  your  comment  has  been  noted  and  documented. 

93-29)  The  four  sensitive  species  mentioned  for  the  Bridgeport 
management  area  are  the  Travertine  diving  beetle,  Sierra 
Nevada  red  fox,  California  wolverine,  and  Mono  buckwheat. 
Your  comment  has  been  considered  in  the  final  plan. 

93-30)  The  yearlong  and  seasonal  protection  criteria  for  sage  grouse 
habitat  is  in  area-wide  decisions  on  p.50  of  the  draft  plan. 
Protection  involves  approval  or  denial  of  discretionary  actions, 
which  are  defined  as  any  proposed  action  which  requires  a 
permit  or  other  decision  document. 

93-31)  The  prescription  gives  general  recreation  program  guidance  for 
the  management  area.  It  provides  the  impetus  to  secure 
additional  funding  as  available.  The  absence  of  a  prescription 
would  make  it  more  difficult  to  secure  funds.  Please  see  the 
Funding  section  of  Chapter  1  in  the  final  RMP  for  further 
information. 

93-32)    This  decision  has  been  dropped  in  the  final  document. 

93-33)  Fencing  would  be  required  in  most  situations  where  a  long  term 
process  of  stream  channel  restoration  is  required.  Your 
comments  have  been  considered  in  the  final  plan. 


93-34)    Please  refer  to  response  45-2. 

93-35)  Beauty  Peak  was  considered  part  of  the  proposed  ACEC 
designation  in  Alternative  3  of  the  draft  RMP.  It  was  deleted  from 
Alternative  4  because  other  prescriptions  such  as 
yearlong/seasonal  protection,  etc.  adequately  protected  the  area 
in  lieu  of  an  ACEC  designation. 

93-36)    Your  concern  has  been  considered  in  the  final  plan. 

93-37,38)  Please  see  response  79-7. 

93-39)    Please  see  response  92-40. 

93-40)    Please  see  response  79-7. 

93-41)    Please  see  response  78-29. 

93-42)  Seasonal  waterfowl  habitat  occurs  at  Dry  Lakes  Plateau  and  Big 
Alkali  Flat. 

93-43)  This  decision  was  only  for  the  Bodie  Hills  MA  and  has  been 
removed  from  the  final  RMP.  The  decision  was  in  Alternative  3 
of  the  draft  but  the  conversion  was  a  "requirement". 

93-44)  Mining  is  a  valid  use  of  public  lands.  See  general  Bodie 
response  for  an  explanation  of  what  is  happening  in  the  Bodie 
Bowl. 

93-45)  We  appreciate  the  information.  Our  data  base  and  the  map  on 
p.  122  of  the  draft  plan  indicate  the  area  as  sage  grouse  habitat. 

93-46)  Two  comprehensive  stream  survey  efforts  were  completed  in 
1978  and  1988. 
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93-47)  The  BLM  monitors  known  populations  and  conducts  field 
inventories  for  new  populations.  Impacts  and  their  causes  are 
documented  and  mitigation  developed.  Mitigation  is  often 
handled  within  specific  activity  plans  such  as  Coordinated 
Resource  Management  Plans  (CRMP)  or  Allotment  Management 
Plans  (AMP).  Exclosures  are  used  for  complete  protection  such 
as  the  Fish  Slough  Exclosure  which  was  built  in  1979  for  three 
sensitive  species  and  three  Mojave  desert  disjunct  species. 

Erioqonum  beatleyae  is  not  on  the  list  because  it  is  not  a 
USFWS  threatened,  endangered  or  candidate  species;  a  CDF&G 
listed  species;  or  a  BLM  California  sensitive  species.  Draba 
quadricostata  has  been  renamed  Cusickiella  quadricostata  and 
is  cited  as  such  on  p.  151  and  in  Appendix  6,  p.267,  draft  plan. 

Inventories  and  mitigation  for  sensitive  species  habitat  are  done 
for  any  mineral  exploration  or  development  under  a  Plan  of 
Operations. 

Phacelia  monoensis  is  also  mentioned  on  p.  151,  draft  plan. 
Field  exams  do  not  indicate  that  this  species  is  threatened  by 
vehicle  traffic,  grazing,  or  road  grading.  In  1990,  the  populations 
near  the  Four-way  intersection  in  the  Bodie  Hills  were  the  most 
vigorous  and  extensive  yet  seen.  These  populations  were  along 
the  road  and  within  the  graded  area.  The  grading  process 
breaks  up  the  soil  surface  allowing  excellent  germination  of  this 
annual  species. 

93-48)  We  appreciate  your  concern  for  the  Long  Valley  area  Some 
decisions  under  the  area-wide  and  for  Long  Valley  management 
area  are  designed  to  improve  habitat  condition  for  species 
associated  with  meadow  and  spring  environments.  Two  other 
decisions  have  been  added  in  Alternative  4  for  Long  Valley 
management  area  for  habitat  protection  and  expansion  for  the 
Owens  tui  chub,  Owens  speckled  dace  and  springsnail  areas. 

93-49)  Thank  you  for  your  comments.  With  public  support,  BLM  could 
dramatically  improve  the  condition  of  problem  areas  like  this. 


93-50)  This  statement  referred  to  increased  use  of  hot  tubs  in  Long 
Valley.  Refer  to  Chapter  4,  pp.  186-1 87  of  the  draft  RMP  for  a 
discussion  of  impacts. 

93-51)  Under  present  management,  significant  impacts  to  wildlife  by 
livestock  grazing  have  been  and  always  will  be  mitigated  to  the 
benefit  of  wildlife. 

93-52)  Your  comment  refers  to  Alternative  1,  continuation  of  present 
management.  The  Preferred  Alternative  4  decisions  are  on 
pp.73-74,  draft  plan. 

93-53)  Your  reference  is  to  an  Alternative  1  decision  for  sensitive  plant 
areas.  In  the  final  plan  Alternative  4  decision,  sensitive  plant 
habitat  receives  yearlong  protection. 

93-54)  We  have  changed  the  decision  to  allow  no  snowmobile  use  in 
sage  grouse  wintering  areas  from  11/15  to  5/1  per  your 
recommendation. 

93-55)  The  proposal  to  "Manage  for  geothermal  development"  is  made 
in  Alternative  2  for  management  purposes.  Alternative  2  is  not 
the  preferred  alternative. 

93-56)  Your  reference  is  to  a  management  theme  under  Alternative  3  for 
Long  Valley  management  area.  Management  themes  were 
necessarily  different  by  management  area  and  alternative. 

93-57)  The  35  acres  of  riparian  vegetation  proposed  to  meet  DPC  goals 
is  100%  of  the  available  vegetation  type. 

93-58)  The  specificity  you  request  falls  outside  the  scope  of  this  RMP 
and  will  be  addressed  in  an  activity  plan  for  the  area.  The 
activity  plan  will  be  available  for  public  input  and  review. 

93-59)  Thank  your  for  your  comment.  Only  the  highest  priority 
acquisitions  are  shown  in  the  plan.  Our  intent  is  to  balance 
acquisitions  and  disposals. 

93-60)    Please  see  response  92-38. 
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93-61)  Your  comments  would  be  considered  in  the  upcoming  activity 
plan  for  the  area. 

93-62,63)  Your  comments  have  been  considered  in  the  final  plan. 

93-64)  An  expanded  discussion  of  sensitive  plant  species  is  provided 
in  the  final  document. 

93-65)    Thank  you  for  your  support. 

93-66)  The  majority  of  the  Granite  Mountain  MA  will  continue  to  be 
grazed  but  grazing  practices  will  need  to  be  modified  for  the 
improvement  of  wildlife  habitat.  Goals  for  5  DPCs  will  be  met. 

93-67)  Your  comment  concerning  Adobe  Creek  and  aquatic  habitat 
improvement  for  trout  has  been  considered  in  the  final  plan. 

The  Frazier  Canyon  grazing  allotment  is  located  west  of  Highway 
1 20  extending  from  the  USFS  boundary  near  Watterson  Meadow 
for  approximately  6  miles. 

93-68)    See  general  response  for  minerals  (p.5-13). 

93-69)  This  was  under  the  No  Action  Alternative  1  (page  67,  draft  plan). 
Under  "support  needs",  3760  acres  of  sagebrush  would  have 
been  chemically  controlled  for  improvement  of  pronghorn  habitat 
and  the  release  of  native  grass  species.  This  also  would  have 
improved  livestock  forage.  There  were  no  decisions  for  meeting 
DPC  goals  under  this  alternative. 

93-70)  Waterfowl  habitat  improvement  would  involve  exclosure  fencing 
for  livestock  and  potentially  providing  some  deeper  water  ponds 
to  carry  nesting  ducks  and  broods  through  those  years  where 
precipitation  is  below  normal.  An  environmental  analysis  would 
be  required  before  conducting  any  project  work. 

93-71)  See  response  93-69.  The  proposed  area  for  treatment  was  4 
miles  from  known  sage  grouse  leks  and  nesting  habitat. 


93-72)  The  pastures  are  in  the  Adobe  Valley  allotment.  This  proposed 
water  development  is  part  of  the  existing  AMP  and  is  necessary 
in  order  to  improve  livestock  distribution  within  these  pastures. 
Projects  such  as  this  are  financed  by  monies  collected  from 
grazing  fees  and  monies/labor  provided  by  the  benefiting 
livestock  operator.  The  improvement  of  livestock  management 
through  project  development  almost  always  results  in  public 
rangeland  improvement. 

93-73)    Please  see  the  OHV  general  response. 

93-74)    Your  comment  has  been  considered  in  the  final  plan. 

93-75)  The  word  "enhance"  has  been  removed  from  the  decision  in 
Alternative  4. 

93-76)    Please  see  response  90-2. 

93-77)  In  the  final  plan  Alternative  4  decision,  only  dead  and  down 
wood  plus  selected  live  pinyon  or  juniper  trees  may  be  taken  in 
desired  plant  community  or  designated  wildlife  habitat 
improvement  areas.  Increasing  vegetation  diversity  would 
improve  wildlife  species  variety  and/or  abundance. 

93-78)  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  It  has  been  noted  and  considered 
for  our  final  RMP. 

93-79)  Waterfowl  habitat  improvement  would  be  accomplished  primarily 
through  a  change  in  livestock  management.  However,  if  the 
situation  occurs  whereby  geese  could  be  encouraged  to  nest  in 
the  Adobe  Valley  area,  goose  nesting  platforms  would  be  an 
option. 

Sage  grouse  wintering  areas  for  the  Adobe  Valley  and  Sagehen 
Summit  populations  are  unknown.  The  support  need  provides 
direction  for  this  important  data  element.  Strutting  ground 
census  has  been  ongoing  for  the  past  7  years  and  will  continue. 
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Our  habitat  use  information  for  these  species  indicates  that  a 
larger  area  is  potentially  available  for  their  use  if  water  sources 
are  present. 

93-80)    We  appreciate  your  concern  with  raptor  sites. 

93-81)  Thank  you  for  your  support.  Acquisition  of  the  Conway  Ranch 
is  not  included  in  the  final  plan  because  the  mitigation  projects 
they  are  proposing  would  offset  at  least  some  of  the  impacts  of 
their  proposed  development.  However,  Conway  Ranch 
acquisition  is  possible  should  the  owner  become  willing  to  sell 
or  exchange  the  property  with  the  Bureau  in  the  future. 

93-82)    Please  see  response  90-2. 

93-83)  The  BLM/FS  boundary  divides  Big  Sand  Flat,  30%  BLM  and  70% 
FS.  There  have  been  no  changes  in  this  boundary. 

There  are  no  data  to  indicate  that  Big  Sand  Flat  has  been 
degraded  by  sheep  grazing.  A  1980  CNPS  report  on  Lupinus 
duranii  describes  this  plant's  typical  habitat  as  barren,  gravelly 
pumice  sand  flats.  Although  sheep  have  grazed  the  area  since 
the  1900's,  the  general  lack  of  dense  diverse  vegetation  is  due 
to  the  characteristics  of  gravelly-sandy  soil  and  harsh  climatic 
conditions  (summer  soil  temperatures  of  40  degrees  C). 

In  order  to  mitigate  the  impact  of  sheep  grazing  on  Asmo  and 
Ludu,  a  watering  trough  within  the  flat  was  moved  1  mile  out  of 
the  basin.  The  development  of  the  Mono  Mills  AMP  will  address 
grazing  impacts  on  these  species,  and  it  is  expected  that  one  of 
the  mitigation  measures  will  be  to  prohibit  grazing  within  the  flat 
on  BLM  land. 

Inventories  and  mitigation  for  sensitive  species  habitat  are  done 
for  any  mineral  exploration  or  development  under  a  Plan  of 
Operations. 

Astralaqus  pseudiodanthus  is  not  on  the  list  because  it  is  not  a 
USFWS  threatened,  endangered  or  candidate  species,  aCDF&G 
listed  species,  or  a  BLM  California  sensitive  species. 


93-84)  Under  Alternative  4  the  Fish  Slough  allotment  will  be  removed 
from  livestock  grazing.  Much  of  the  actual  slough  area  is  owned 
by  LADWP,  over  which  BLM  has  no  jurisdiction.  In  1982,  the 
Benton  MA  received  a  1 0%  overall  reduction  in  livestock  grazing 
capacity.  Grazing  management  programs  and  the  ongoing  High 
Desert  Off-Highway  Vehicle  Project  are  taking  measures  to 
reduce  impacts  to  wildlife. 

93-85)    See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals. 

93-86)  As  stated  in  the  draft  decision  in  Alternative  4,  p. 77,  the  Owens 
pupfish  and  Owens  tui  chub  are  designated  for  introduction  to 
other  sites.  The  Owens  speckled  dace  has  been  added  to  the 
species  proposed  for  introduction  in  the  final  document.  See 
p.77  for  locations.  The  impact  to  other  aquatic  species  habitat 
development  for  listed  fish  species  would  be  covered  in  an 
environmental  analysis  of  the  proposed  project. 

93-87)  The  decision  to  improve  waterfowl  habitat  on  Bureau  land  in  the 
Fish  Slough  ACEC  is  not  proposed  for  preferred  Alternative  4. 
Your  question  concerns  Alternative  1 . 

93-88)  Those  portions  of  Marble  and  Silver  Creek  being  degraded  by 
livestock  use  would  be  fenced.  Approximately  900  ft.  of  Marble 
Creek  is  currently  excluded  from  livestock  use  by  an  exclosure. 

93-89)    Your  comments  have  been  noted  and  considered. 

93-90)  Eleven  out  of  sixteen  sensitive  plants  species  are  being 
monitored.  The  populations  of  the  remaining  five  species  are 
currently  being  inventoried. 

There  are  populations  of  Erioqonum  ampullaceum  within  the 
Benton  management  area  which  were  omitted  from  the  draft 
RMP.  They  have  been  added  to  the  final. 
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93-91 ,92)  Your  comments  are  in  reference  to  Alternative  1  on  p. 74,  draft 
plan.  There  are  no  decisions/support  needs  of  this  type  in 
Alternative  4,  pp.  76-78. 

93-93)  The  public  review  of  such  material  sales  would  be  part  of  the 
environmental  analysis  required  before  the  sale  is  approved. 

93-94)  The  intent  is  to  maintain  or  enhance  the  semi-primitive  physical 
settings  of  the  area  and  promote  compatible  nonmotorized 
recreation  uses  such  as  hiking,  mountain  biking,  nature 
appreciation,  etc.  The  final  RMP  contains  a  prescription  to 
prohibit  saleable  material  sites  as  well  as  place  restrictions  on 
the  development  of  new  vehicle  routes  in  the  area.  The  visual 
resource  management  class  prescribed  for  the  area  would 
provide  some  additional  protection  to  maintain  the  semi-primitive 
settings  of  the  area.  Please  see  Chapter  4,  Benton  Management 
Area  Rationale  and  Appendix  4  for  further  information. 

93-95)  No  sage  grouse  strutting  grounds  are  known  to  occur  in  the 
Benton  management  area.  Our  current  information  indicates  the 
1 2/1  to  3/1  period  for  sage  grouse  winter  areas  is  appropriate. 

Protection  was  afforded  to  listed  species  in  our  prior 
Management  Framework  Plan  (p.6).  Our  decision  has  been  to 
give  more  specific  wording  to  protection  of  listed,  candidate  and 
other  species  of  management  concern  in  the  RMP.  Yearlong  or 
seasonal  protection  for  other  species  has  been  afforded  either 
in  the  area-wide  decisions  on  p.50  or  in  individual  management 
area  Alternative  4  decisions.  Yearlong/seasonal  protection 
involves  not  permitting  discretionary  actions  which  would 
adversely  affect  target  resources. 

A  survey  of  the  Owens  speckled  dace  site  was  conducted  in 
1 988.  The  dace  was  still  present  in  very  small  numbers. 

Please  refer  to  response  45-2.  Our  fire  suppression  decision 
provides  greater  flexibility  in  using  natural  fire  events  to  meet 
vegetation  objectives. 

93-96)    Your  comment  has  been  considered  in  the  final  plan. 


93-97)  The  corridor  decision  has  been  changed;  please  see  Chapter  2 
(p.2-47)  for  the  revised  decision  and  rationale.  Also  see  the 
general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.  5-1 6). 

93-98)  See  Appendix  8  and  the  Need  Analysis  section  of  the  general 
response  for  the  corridor  study. 

93-99)  Pages  206-21 0  of  the  draft  RMP  cite  the  environmental  impacts 
to  wildlife  and  visual  quality  that  would  result  from  corridor 
designation  within  each  of  the  three  east-west  alternative  areas 
considered. 

93-1 00)  The  Swainson's  hawk  has  been  added  to  Appendix  6.  The  other 
species  are  not  included  since  documentation  of  their 
occurrence  on  Bureau  land  is  not  available. 

93-101,102)  Your  comments  have  been  considered  in  the  final  plan. 

93-1 03)  See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals. 

93-104)  Please  see  response  79-7. 

93-105)  Please  refer  to  the  DPC  general  statement  (p.5-10). 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  94  (Kathy  Noland) 

94-1)  Please  see  general  response  to  comments  on  OHV 
management.  The  vehicle  use  designations,  yearlong 
protection,  and  visual  resource  management  standards  provide 
the  general  framework  to  mitigate  impacts  that  are  occurring  in 
the  Alabama  Hills.  In  addition,  we  will  work  more  closely  with  the 
local  community  to  enhance  the  public's  appreciation  of  the 
area.  The  upcoming  activity  plan  for  the  area  will  identify 
specific  actions  to  correct  the  ongoing  problems. 

94-2)      See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals. 

94-3)  The  impacts  section  of  the  RMP  have  been  rewritten  to  more 
clearly  document  the  differences  in  environmental  impacts 
between  the  east-west  alternative  corridor  areas  considered, 
including  the  No  Action,  No  East-West  Corridor  Alternative.  See 
also  the  Impacts  of  Corridor  Area  Designation  section  of  the 
general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.5-16). 

94-4)  The  RMP  does  not  create  a  "new  north-south  corridor  through 
the  Owens  Valley.  It  proposes  to  formally  designate  as  corridors 
the  alignment  of  the  two  existing  major  north-south  lines  running 
through  the  valley.  The  conditions  and  mitigation  measures 
which  apply  to  this  formal  designation  are  identified  on  p. 49, 
draft  RMP.  See  also  the  general  response  for  the  corridor  study. 
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January  14.  1991 


Michael  Ferguson 

Bishop  Resource  Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

787  North  Main  Street.  Suite  P 

Bishop.  CA  93514 


Michael  Ferguson. 

This  is  my  response  to  the  Bishop  Resource  Area's 
published  draft  Resource  Management  Plan.   I  do  not 
believe  that  the  BLM  has  put  forth  adequate  recommend- 
ations with  regard  to  the  Inyo  Mountains,  the  Benton 
Range  and  other  Wilderness  Study  Areas. 

However,  I  would  support  the  BLM's  Alternative  3  if  some 
of  the  following  adjustments  were  made. 

In  addition  to  BLM's  proposed  30,000  acre  withdrawal, 
also  withdraw  all  public  lands  adjacent  to  Bodie 
State  Park  from  mineral  development. 

,     Jimit  or  eliminate  grazing  from  areas  which  are 
being  impacted  by  overgrazing.   No  assessment  is 
provided  of  the  declining  range  condition. 

Protect  and  manage  the  roadless  character  of  all 
Wilderness  Study  Areas. 

Stop  off  road  vehicle  use  in  all  WSAs,  ACECs  and 
other  areas  where  motorcycles  would  degrade  the 
environment.   ORVs  do  not  honor  designated  trails. 

I  especially  support  the  ACEC  designations,  the  elimination 
of  a  proposed  utility  corridor  through  a  WSA  and  acquisi- 
tion of  over  41,000  acres  of  fish  and  wildlife  habitat 
and  recreation  lands. 


Sincerely 


,„i>u-    Keith  Axelso; 

■  ■■:■,         ■  ' 


Keith  Axelson  &  Associates  3737  Ocean  View  Avenue  Los  Angeles  California  90066  -213  390-6378 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  95  (Keith  Axelson) 

95-1)      Please  see  the  general  Bodie  response  (p.5-5). 

95-2)      Please  see  the  "grazing"  general  response  (p.5-11). 

95-3)  Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 
See  general  response  to  comments  on  OHV  management  at  the 
beginning  of  this  chapter. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  96  (Dave  Willis) 

96-1 )      Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 

96-2)      Please  see  the  general  Bodie  response  (p.5-5). 

96-3)      Please  see  the  general  "grazing"  response  (p.5-1 1). 

96-4)      Please  see  general  response  to  comments  on  OHV  management 
(p.5-8)  and  response  69-7. 
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Tolyabe  Chapter  —  Nevada  and  Eastern  California 
P.O.  Box  8096.  Reno.  Nevada  89507 


Michael  Ferguson 
Bishop  Pesource  Area,  BLM 
787  N.  Main  St..  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA  93514 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson. 


Drawer  D 

Lone  Pine.  CA. 

Jan.  16.  1991 


93545 


The  Eastern  Sierra  Nevada  Committee  of  the  Sierra  Club  wishes  to 
make  the  following  comments  regarding  the  Bishop  Resource  Area 
Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Draft  Environmental  Impact 

Statment . 

The  Bishop  Resource  Area  is  of  prime  Importance  and  Interest  to 
the  members  of  the  Eastern  Sierra  Nevada  Committee  of  the  Sierra 
Club.  Surrounded  by  the  BLM  CDCA  and  Inyo  National  Forest,  this 
is  a  recreation  and  wildlife  area  of  superb  quality.  Given  the 
over-arching  scope  of  the  DEIS  and  its  10-20  year  timeframe,  we 
feel  this  is  the  most  critical  BLM  document  since  the  wilderness 
recommendations  and  the  nearly  ten  year  old  range,  documents  of 
the  early  1980  s. 

Thankyou  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  most  Important 
Plan  and  DEIS. 


Sincere 


>^ArjL 


Michael  Prather 
Chair-Tolyabe  Chapter 
Sierra  Club. 


LAS  VEGAS  GROUP 

P.O.  Box  19777 

Us  Vegas.  Nevada  891 19 


To  explore,  enjoy,  ond  protect  the  wild  places  of  the  earth.  . 


GREAT  BASIN  GROUP 

P.O.  Bos  8096 

Reno.  Nevada  B9S07 
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I.  NEED  FOR  REWRITING  THE  DEIS 

Having  read  many  RMP's,  never  has  there  been  one  that  is  so 
poorly  organized  and  ill-defined.  Following  NEPA  guidelines  the 
reader  must  be  allowed  to  understand  the  proposed  project  and  its 
Impacts.  It  13  simply  impossible,  even  after  three  readings  to 
understand  the  proposed  actions  fully,  due  to  the  confused 
organization  of  the  information  and  the  lack  of  adequate  detail. 
The  DEIS  must  be  rewritten  and  recirculated  in  a  form  that  meets 
the  NEPA  requirements. 

II.  RANGE 

The  planned  ommisslon  of  the  treatment  of  the  range  program 
in  the  DEIS  13  unacceptable.  The  reader  is  unable  to  comment  on 
the  effectiveness  of  the  wildlife  and  recreational  aspects  of  the 
RMP  without  the  necessary  data  on  the  existing  condition  and 
effectiveness  of  the  current  range  program.  The 
inter-connectednes3  of  these  components  of  the  RMP  makes  the 
analysis  of  one  impossible  without  adequate  data  on  the  others.  A 
withdrawn  and  rewritten  DEIS  should  include  the  following 
Information: 

a.  How  many  AMP's  exist  for  the  allotments  in  the 
resource  area? 

b.  What  is  their  current  condition,  trend,  and 
utilization? 

c.  What  is  the  monitoring  data  for  the  allotments  and 
what  methodology  used? 

d.  What  reports  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  existing 
range  program  have  been  issued  since  the  1981  and  1982  grazing 
EIS's?  These  plans  are  possibly  outdated  and  Ineffective.  If, 
after  ten  years  of  the  current  management  program,  allotments  are 
still  In  poor  or  fair  condition,  why  have  adjustments  not  been 
made  in  the  numbers  of  AUM's" 

Regarding  the  new  DPC  concept  for  use  on  up  to  30%  of  the 
resource  area: 

a.  What  is  the  DPC  concept? 

b.  What  Is  Its  methodology? 

c.  What  monitoring  resources  will  be  needed  to  make  it 
function  properly? 

d.  Why  are  only  30  %  of  the  acres  targeted?  Why  are 
only  14%  of  the  acres  initially  to  receive  this  treatment? 

e.  Why  substitute  the  DPC  system  for  the  existing  range 
program? 

f.  Where  are  the  maps  that  show  the  areas  to  receive 
DPC  treatment? 

g.  Why  are  these  areas  to  receive  treatment  and  not  the 
others? 

The  substitution  of  an  unknown  system  of  range  management 
for  an  existing  system  with  unknown  effectiveness  fails  to 
provide  the  reader  with  adequate  Information  to  analyze  the 
proposed  project  as  NEPA  requires.  Therefore  the  DEIS  must  be 
rewritten  and  recirculated. 

The  rewritten  document  must  include  Standard  Operating 
Procedures  or  something  similar  to  the  Standards  and  Guideline  in 
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the  Inyo  National  Forest  LMP.  These  should  Include: 

a.  Resolution  of  wildlife  vs.  livestock  conflicts  that 
wl  1  I  favor  wl Idl Ife. 

b.  Soil  and  bank  disturbance  standards. 

c.  Utilization  standards  for  specific  species  of  plants 
with  no  level  above  50%. 

d.  Water  quality  standards  that  require  safe  drinking 
standards  in  grazed  areas. 

e.  Monitoring  that  sets  defined  schedules  for 
monitoring  and  required  reductions,  rest  or  if  necessary 
elimination  of  grazing  in  allotments. 

f .  Standards  for  protection  of  wetlands  (ephemeral  and 
perennial),  meadows,  streamslde  riparian,  springs,  aspens  (Bodle 
Hll Is)  etc. 

II.  WILDERNESS  STUDY  AREAS 

Only  a  minor  portion  of  the  resource  area  has  been 
recommended  for  wilderness.  The  DEIS  must,  however  clearly  state 
the  protections  that  non-recommended  wilderness  study  areas  shall 
receive  until  Congress  deals  with  them  in  the  future.  In  no  way 
should  it  be  implied  that  future  developments  can  take  place  in 
WSA's  before  Congress  makes  a  final  decision  as  to  their  status. 
In  addition,  maps  should  display  where  the  Wilderness  Study  Areas 
are  in  the  Bishop  Resource  Area. 

III.  MINING 

As  a  general  statement,  the  entire  Bodle  Bowl  should  be 
withdrawn.  All  ACEC's  should  receive  mineral  withdrawal  also. 
Geothermal  development,  especially  In  the  Owens  Lake  area  has  the 
potential  for  significant  impacts  on  wetlands  tha^t  receive  heavy 
use  by  migrating  shorebirds.  These  potential  leases  should  be 
disclosed  in  order  for  the  reader  to  have  adequate  information  to 
analyze  whether  the  RMP  will  sufficiently  protect  the  wildlife 
resources  Involved. 

IV.  TRANSMISSION  LINE  CORRIDOR 

The  only  study  of  the  need  for  this  power  corridor  Is 
Included  from  the  Los  Angeles  Department  of  Water  and  Power. 
Their  self-interest  is  understandable.  Thankfully  information 
provided  in  several  parts  of  the  DEIS  shows  that  there  is  no 
current  need  for  power  in  southern  California,  that  routes 
elsewhere,  even  though  longer,  would  be  less  expensive  and  less 
environmentally  destructive.  Poorly  coordinated  study  with 
adjacent  agencies  and  states  as  well  as  conflicts  with  wildlife 
and  sensltve  plants  and  WSA's  leaves  the  rejection  of  any 
corridor  in  the  Eastern  Sierra  to  be  the  preferred  choice. 

V.  WATERSHED  WITHDRAWALS 

The  protection  of  the  lands  over  the  year3  now  Includes  many 
more  values  other  than  watershed.  Wildlife,  visuals,  recreation 
etc.  are  all  now  a  part  of  the  Bureau's  heightened 
responsibility.  The  current  management  should  remain  in  effect 
with  no  change. 

VI.  LAND  ACQUISITIONS 
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Additional  wetlands  that  are  heavily  used  by  shorebirds  must 
be  acquired  at  Owens  Lake.  These  lands  should  include,  but  not  be 
I Iml ted  to; 

a.  The  Clasped  Hands  property  (top  priority).  This  land 
Is  owned  by  a  bottled  water  exporter  and  development  activity  has 
begun  including  diversion  of  water  from  the  marshes  and 

mudf lats--Contact  Inyo  County  Planning  Department.  Its  39  acres 
at  Cartago  are  used  by  many  species  of  migrants  and  residents 
including  the  candidate  species  Snowy  Plover.  Contact  the  Point 
Reyes  Bird  Observatory  for  further  details. 

b.  All  other  wetlands  in  the  Cart  ago/0 lancha  area  that 
are  used  by  avian  and  other  specuies  must  be  acquired  due  the 
"water  rush"  and  geothermal  threat. 

c.  Private  lands  at  Dirty  Socks  Hotsprings  and  the 
private  wetlands  to  the  north  east  of  the  spring  should  be 
acquired. 

d.  Private  "wetlands  In  the  Cottonwood  Ponds  area  north 
of  Cottonwood  Creek  should  be  acquired. 

Of  all  the  Alternatives.  Alternative  3  with  major  revision  would 
possibly  be  acceptable.  These  revisions  would  include: 

a.  Greater  land  acquisitions  for  wildlife  enhancement 

b.  Inclusion  of  a  complete  analysis  of  Range. 

c.  Full  disclosure  of  the  DPC  concept  and  its 
Impl lmentat ion. 

d.  Wildfires  being  allowed  to  be  a  part  of  the 
ecosystem  process. 

e.  And  any  of  the  other  suggested  changes  mentioned 
above . 

This  concludes  our  comments.  With  an   extended  comment  period  more 
thorough  analysis  could  have  been  possible.  We  look  forward  to 
discussing  these  and  other  comments  with  your  staff  at  any  time 
In  the  future.  Thankyou. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  97  (Sierra  Club,  Toiyabe  Chapter) 

97-1 )      See  response  51  -1 . 

97-2)  Please  see  the  "grazing"  general  response  (p.5-11).  There  are 
10  AMPs;  see  response  92-51.  Approximately  25%  of  the 
grazing  acreage  is  under  AMPs.  The  RMP  proposes  additional 
AMPs. 

97-3)      Please  refer  to  the  DPC  general  statement  (p.5-10). 

97-4)      The  following  statements  address  your  specific  comments: 

a.  A  large  number  of  the  decisions  are  directed  at  wildlife 
habitat  improvement  through  changes  or  limitations  in 
livestock  forage  use  {see  p.50,  draft  RMP,  and  other 
management  area  Alternative  4  decisions). 

b.  See  p.50,  draft  RMP,  for  the  area  wide  decision  concerning 
sensitive  stream  reaches. 

c.  See  p.50,  draft  RMP,  for  area  wide  decisions  relating  to 
livestock  forage  use.  The  decision  relating  to  "Average 
allotment  wide  utilization  will  not  exceed  60%  ..."  has  been 
changed  in  the  final  document. 

d.  Human  potable  water  quality  standard  will  not  be  required  for 
streams  in  livestock  use  areas. 

e.  Additional  Area  Manager's  Guidelines,  decisions,  support 
needs,  and  standard  operating  procedures  have  been  added 
which  direct  rangeland  monitoring  according  to  time  frames 
and  frequency. 

f.  Some  standards/decisions  for  protection  of  these  habitats  are 
in  the  draft  document  (e.g.  p.50  &  pp.270,  271).  Also,  refer 
to  DPC  criteria  for  these  areas.  Standards  have  been  added 
concerning  stream  reach  habitat  condition. 


97-5)  Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 

97-6)  The  final  RMP  includes  a  proposed  mineral  withdrawal  within  the 
Bodie  Bowl.  See  Chapter  2  (p.2-22)  and  the  general  Bodie 
response  (p.5-5).  Mineral  withdrawals  have  been  considered  for 
some  other  ACECs.  Some  have  no  known  mineral  potential,  and 
therefore  need  not  be  withdrawn.  Any  potential  geothermal 
leases  around  Owens  Lake  and  their  potential  impacts  will  be 
addressed  when  a  lease  application  is  submitted.  The  area  is 
of  moderate  potential,  but  there  has  been  little  interest  shown  to 
date. 

97-7)  The  corridor  decision  has  been  changed;  please  see  Chapter  2 
(p.2-47)  for  the  revised  decision  and  rationale.  Also  see  the 
general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.  5-1 6). 

97-8)      See  general  response  for  watershed  withdrawals  (p.5-8). 

97-9)  The  RMP  has  been  revised  to  allow  for  potential  acquisition  of 
wetlands  or  sensitive  species  habitat  not  specifically  identified  in 
the  plan. 
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January  13,  1991 


Desert  Survivors  would  like  to  comment  on  your  Bishop  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (Draft).  We  have 
had  a  study  group  working  on  this,  using  our  members'  expertise  in 
wildlife  Issues  and  land  use.  I  have  enclosed  a  brief  statement  of 
their  concerns  which  you  should  interpret  as  a  criticism  of  the 
document.  I'll  address  other  concerns  presently. 

THE  PLAN 

The  entire  concept  of  the  plan  is  flawed.  You  state  on  p.  19 
that  there  are  "sixteen  major  proposals"  pending  on  the  Resource 
Area.  You  do  not  identify  these,  yet  you  have  spent  a  large  sum 
of  the  money  allocated  to  you  by  Congress  to  prepare  this  plan  in 
order  to  facilitate  these  projects.  This  is  indeed  putting  the  cart 
before  the  horse.  If  the  projects  are  so  important,  they  should  be 
listed  on  page  one  and  discussed  in  detail  in  the  subsequent  pages, 
Bay  pages  2-1O0J   We  are  being  asked  to  approve  this  plan  blindly, 
with  full  knowledge  that  our  aoqulesence  in  It  and  approval  of  it 
will  probably  promote  16  unknown  projects  of  dubious  value  and 
unpredictable  effects  on  the  land.  I  see  no  point  in  this.  We  are 
flying  blind. 

Desert  Survivors  would  like  to  know  what  these  projects  are. 
Please  describe  them  in  detail  in  a  letter  to  me  if  you  can.  If 
you  are  not  allowed  to  do  so  for  some  strange  reason  having  to  do 
with  proprietory  information  or  "internal  management  objectives" 
or  such,  please  so  state  and  I  will  take  it  up  with  your  superior. 
This  is  certainly  a  strange  way  to  run  a  planning  process! 

GEO  THERMAL 

The  proposal  to  open  some  of  the  area  to  geothermal  leasing, 
perhaps  one  of  the  hidden  agendas  alluded  to  on  page  19,  Is  fraught 
with  difficulty.  I  realize  the  proscriptions  placedupon  you  by  Con- 
gress in  1872  via  the  Mining  Law,  but  It  Is  fair  to  say  that  most 
mineral  and  oil  4  gas  leasing  in  the  U.S.  is  a  massive  hustle. 
Geothermal  is  especially  subject  to  the  hustling  trend. 

Sure,  the  area  has  "potential"  for  geothermal,  but  so  does 
your  bathtub  or  the  moldy  leaves  under  your  neighbor's  porch! 
The  Geysers  Field  In  Northern  California,  subjected  to  a  billion 
dollars  of  development,  has  now  begun  to  lose  pressure.  Many  of 
the  steam  wells  are  drying  and  are  being  shut  down  to  conserve 
the  remaining  steam.  There  is  little  evidence  that  the  Bishop  Area 
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could  be  developed  on  a  large  scale;  after  all,  there  are  not 
steam  Jets  150  feet  high  as  in  the  Rift  Valleys  of  Iceland  or 
on  New  Zealand's  North  Island. 

Isn't  It  misleading  to  suggest  to  the  public  that  they  can 
profitably  invest  their  money  in  a  geothermal  field  here7  The 
integrity  of  not  only  the  BLM  but  of  the  U.S.  government  itself 
is  at  stake.  I  smell  a  mini-  S&L  scam  here,  perpetrated  with 
public  money,  complete  with  the  typical  bevy  of  mining  and 
geothrmal  "consultants"  and  promoters.  It  is  unethical  for  the 
government  to  bootleg  reports  of  geothermal  "potential1 ,  provide 
for  them  in  the  Plan,  publish  them  in  the  Federal  Register,  and 
then  to  watch  the  hapless  investors  trash  the  land  In  a  futile 
effort  to  find  the  steam,  only  to  ultimately  declare  bankruptcy 
In  order  to  escape  the  inevitable  backtaxes. 

And  what  of  the  land?  The  Mono  Basin  and  proposed  areas 
in  Bodle  Hills  are  too  valuablE  to  sacrifice  to  a  will-o-the-wisp 
of  steam.  These  areas  should  be  closed  to  leasing. 

An  additional  consideration:  why  close  small  parts  of  the 
area  to  geothermal  leasing  when  the  water  table  extends  for  miles 
In  every  direction?  A  well  in  one  place  may  destroy  a  spring  in 
another  place  miles  away.  The  existing  springs  are  too  important. 

WATERSHED  WITHDRAWALS 

As  soon  as  I  saw  your  statement  on  page  23  that  the  watershed 
withdrawals  enacted  by  Congress  may  not  still  "be  necessary",  I 
smelled  a  rat.  If  they  were  necessary  then,  why  not  now?  How  has 
the  watershed  changed?  And  If  someone  does  not  think  them  necessary, 
who?  Who  will  benefit  by  changing  them?  The  Plan  does  not  address  thla. 
Could  it  be  that  the  removal  of  these  withdrawals  has  something  to 
do  with  facilitating  the  aforementioned  16  projects?  Some  say  we 
need  "economic  impact  statements"  as  well  as  environmental  ones; 
perhaps  what  we  really  need  are  "socio-political  impact  statements". 

The  withdrawals  should  remain  intact  and  not  be  changed,  es- 
pecially If  hydro-power  production  (p.  24)  is  contemplated.  There 
are  too  many  diversions  on  area  streams  as  it  is. 

LAND  "DISPOSALS" 

There  seems  to  be  alot  of  emphasis  throughout  the  plan  on 
"disposing"  of  BLM  lands  for  development  purposes.  It  is  stated 
that  only  exchanges  are  "preferred",  but  sales  are  not  ruled  out 
anywhere  in  the  plan. 

Certainly  "disposals"  for  residential  housing  should  not  be 
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done.  In  our  current  socio-political  arrangement,  only  \Q%  of 
Calif ornlans  can  afford  to  buy  a  single-family  home.  To  allow 
BIM  land  to  be  sold  for  residential  housing  of  this  type  would 
exclude  90#  of  Oalifomlans  from  this  land  and  would  in  effect  be 
a  subsidy  for  the  10#  upper  crust  wealthy  classes  who  already  own 
60%   of  the  wealth.  One  need  only  look  at  the  garish  palaces  along 
Rte.  395  near  Sherwln  Summit  or  at  the  plush  Mammoth  condos  to 
see  who  would  be  served  and  what  they  would  do  with  the  land. 
For  the  most  part  these  are  people  who  have  made  their  money 
off  Reagan's  military  build-up  or  off  of  Real  Estate  speculation 
or  some  other  nefarious  practice;  why  take  care  of  them?  Good 
people  can't  afford  to  buy  land  anymore. 

Other,  more  public  uses  such  as  libraries  (sorely  needed  In 
the  area)  or  schools  or  even  landfills  would  not  be  so  reprehensible. 
But  'disposing"  of  land  for  industrial  purposes  presents  other 
problems.  There  are  economic  and  social  costs  as  well  as  environ- 
mental pollution  costs  to  consider.  Details  of  any  projects  you 
contemplate  should  occupy  a  whole  section  of  the  plan  - —  they  do 
not.  The  plan  is  flawed. 

OHV  RECREATION 

The  emphasis  on  promoting  OHV  use  throughout  the  plan  Is  mis- 
guided. It  is  interesting  to  note  that  the  plan  encourages  OHV 
travel  in  the  Bodie  Hills  MA  (on  p.  65)  and  in  the  Granite  Mts. 
MA  (on  p.  69),  and  thendeclares  on  p.  83  that  It  Is  necessary  to 
reduce  vandalism  and  trash"  In  the  highly  popular  Alabama  Hills. 
If  promoting  beautiful  areas  leads  to  vandalism  and  trash,  why  do 
it?  Vehicle-based  recreatlonlsts  have  little  use  for  the  land  and 
its  beauties;  they  are  infatuated  with  their  vehicles.  The  land 
is  Just  a  venue. 

OHV  use  should  be  limited  to  a  few  graded  dirt  roads  and 
the  rest  of  the  Bodie  Hills  and  Granites  should  be  closed  to 
vehicular  travel.  OHV  users  bring  along  with  them  their  beer  cans 
and  trash  and  guns;  It  la  part  of  the  lifestyle. 

Furthermore,  there  is  again  the  Issue  of  managing  federal 
landB  for  the  benefit  of  the  priveleged  few:  4WD  rigs  now  run  any- 
where from  $15,000-^25,000  and  up!  Only  a  few  Americans,  relatively 
speaking,  can  afford  such  expensive  toys.  (If  It  seems  like  there 
are  alot  of  them,  it's  because  they  tend  to  congregate  in  the  same 
general  vicinity.)  And  there  Is  a  definite  National  Interest  now 
in  getting  these  people  to  help  with  the  war  Bffort  by  using  less 
gas they  should  be  encouraged  to  get  out  and  walk! 
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NON-GAME  SPECIES 

Take  note  of  the  criticisms  under  "SPECIES  DIVERSITY"  in  the 
accompanying  report.  I  should  also  state  thet  Desert  Survivors  is 
also  very  concerned  about  the  status  of    the  Inyo  Salamander 
which  is  a  Category  1  candidate  for  listing.  Every  protection  should 
be  given  to  this  fragile  species,  and  to  other  overlooked  vertebrate 
and .non-vertebrate  species.  Developing  water  sources  for  game  is 
a  special  danger.  When  In  doubt  leave  the  water  source  alone. 
There  Is  too  much  emphasis  in  the  plan  on  game  species.  In  any 
conflict,  Desert  Survivors  sympathies  go  toward  the  non-game  species 
and  we  expect  management  for  these  species  as  well  as  for  the  money- 
makers. 

FUELWOOD 

Finally,  Desert  Survivors  commends  restrictions  on  fuelwood 
cutting  where  you  have  Imposed  them  and  where  you  intend  to  extend  them 
This  Is  a  consumptive  use  that  has  gotten  out  of  hand  in  recent  years. 

ON  GRANITE  MT.  MA: 

On  p.  67,  "chemical  control"  (killing?)  of  3,760  acres  of  sage- 
brush is  proposed  in  Adobe  Valley.  This  should  be  not  be  done.  If 
a  sagebrush  stand  is  too  dense,  let  natural  fire  clear  It  out. 
Fire  suppression  Is  the  problem. 

On  p.  68,  It  is  propsed  to  allow  commercial  logging!  There 
are  acres  and  acres  of  National  Forest  land  immediately  adjacent 
where  there  has  been  a  logging  Industry  for  generations.  Can't  we 
have  anyplace  where  trees  are  allowed  to  stand?  The  groves  in  quest- 
ion are  a  welcome  change  amidst  all  that  sagebrush.  They  should  be 
left  alone. 

On  p.  69,  bravo!  to  protecting  Indian  Spring  and  Dutch  Pete's 
from  livestock.  We  need  more  of  this. 

ADDITIONAL  ON  INYO  MA: 
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On  p 
On  p 
Swansea. 
On  p 


85,  yes  to  prairie  falcon  nesting  habitat  protection. 
84,  yes  to  acquiring  7  acres  of  historic  structures  at 


85,  yes  to  maintenance  of  habitat  for  B.B.  Sprindsnail. 
Do  not  allow  any  fuelwood  gathering  in  this  MA  ~  the  wood 
is  too  precious  for  invertebrate  use.  A  total  ban  is  easier  to 
Impose  because  It  is  easier  for  the  untutored  visitor  to  under- 
stand. 
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Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  your  Bishop  Area 
Plan.  Please  read  the  attached  comments,  pp.  6-13. 

I  look  forward  to  receiving  the  additional  Information  requested 
on  page  one. 

Sincerely, 

Steve  labor,  President 
Desert  Survivors 
P.O.  Box  20991 
Oakland,  CA  9*620-0991 
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c  Oesert  Survivors 

°"  P.O.  Box  20991 

Oakland  CA  84520-099' 

A.  P0WERLINE  SQRRID0R: 

The  Desert  Survivors  study  group  can  find  no  good  reason 
to  plow  yet  another  powerline  corridor  through  Owens  Valley.  The 
plan  calls  for  a  corridor  two  miles  long  and  eight  miles  wide  on 
BLM  land  up  Soldier  Canyon.  90%   of  the  corridor  would  be  farther 
east  on  Forest  Service  land,  for  which  there  is  no  provision  for 
public  input.  This  seems  like  a  sleazy,  backdoor  process  not 
commensurate  with  the  high  standards  of  an  open,  democratic  society; 
its  more  like  communism. 

Soldier  Canyon  is  a  primitive  area  which  two  Desert  Survivors 
expeditions  have  examined  in  some  detail  (see  article  by  Bob  Ellis, 
this  issue).  It  is  exactly  the  type  of  Great  Basin  land  we  should 
be  trying  to  protect. 

Furthermore,  the  projected  trajectory  of  the  corridor  leads 
across  the  Piper  Mt.  and  Eureka  Valley  Wilderness  Study  Areas 
guaranteeing  more  damage  fiver,  there  .  Finally,  why  route  power  all 
the  way  across  Nevada  from  Ely,  the  supposed  source,  Instead  of  more 
directly  south  through  las  Vegas,  as  is  currently  done?  The  purported 
reason,  to  avoid  sabotage  or  earthquake  (or  both),  is  spurious: 
Saddam  Hussein  has  not  yet  penetrated  the  West  Coast,  and  anyway, 
It  is  not  possible  to  enter  the  L.A.  Basin  from  the  east  or  north 
without  crossing  an  active  eartquake  fault  whatever  the  angle  of 
approach. 

The  best  approach  here  Is  "No  east-west  power  corridor";  the 
alternatives  mentioned  in  the  plan  are  also  defective. 
B.  WILDERNESS 

The  document  allows  for  a  27,420  acre  Wilderness  in  the  South 
Inyos,  less  than  10;2  of  the  total  Wilderness  Study  Area  acreage  in 
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I 
the  Resource  Area.  This  is  woefully  Inadequate  and  amounts  te  a 

rook  and  Ice"  commitment  to  wilderness  values.  They  have  chos»n 
only  the  roughest  of  the  rough  country,  ignoring  the-  other  16  WSAs. 
Desert  Survivors  recommends  more  Wilderness,  in  the  Bodie  Hills 
the  Granite  Mts.  area  east  of  Kono  Lake,  the  Volcantc  Tableland 
and  a  larger  acreaee  in  the  South  Inyos.  Our  reasons  arc  obvious 
to  anyone  who  has  hiked  in  the  several  expeditions  we  have  led  to 
this  country,  and  to  anyone  else  who  has  looked  at  this  country 
with  eyes  OPEN.  jt 

The  BLK  has  been  handed  an  excellent  opportunity  to  protect 
some  Great  Basin  ecosystems,  some  High  Desert,  to  complement  what 
the  Forest  Service  and  national  park  Service  have  done  with  the 
Forest  and  Alpine  Tundra.  The  so-called  "Great  Basin  National  Park" 
is  essentially  an  outpost  of  the  Rocky  Mountains;  essential  features 
of  the  Great  Basin  are  ignored.  The  Eastern  Slerra/Kono  Lake  area 
is  evolving  into  a  major  tourist  attraction  and  all  of  its 
natural  features  should  be  preserved  "for  future   generations", 
as  well  as  for  our  own. 
C.  GRAZING 

The  BLM's  desire  to  use  its  already  formulated  grazing  guide- 
lines in  this  document  is  a  mistake.  The  data  these  guidelines  are 
based  on  Is  ten  years  old,  inadequate  for  use  in  evaluating  current 
grazing  conditions,  especiaUy  after  more  than  three  subsequent  dry 
years.  Virtually  every  wet  spot  in  the-  Resource  Area  provides  exam- 
ples of  collapsed  streambanks,  scalded  bedding  grounds,  wetlands 
pocked  with  hoof  marks  and  cowples.  BLK  should  be  even  more  embar- 
rassed to  ignore  grazing  issues  considering  the  fact  that  overgrazing 
on  public  lands  has  become  a  national  issue,  featured  in  both  envlrot 
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mental  and  popular  periodicals  (though  not  yet  in  HTV  Guide"  or 

People").  Despite  heavy  political  pressure  from  powerful  landowners 
in  the  area  ,  new  efforts  should  be  made  to  preserve  and  protect 
valuable  lands  from  grazing  pressure.  The  whole  issue  should  be  re- 
opened and  new,  stricter  grazing  guidelines  should  be  formulated. 

An  example  of  what  could  be  done:  Adobe  Valley  and  all  of  the 
Granite  Mt.  Management  Area  could  be  set  aside  as  Livestock-free, 
thus  improving  habitat  for  antelope,  snowy  plover  and  willets.  This 
would  alSo  protect  the  important  mule  deer  corridor  between  the 
Sierra  and  the  Pizonas. 
D.  SPECIES  DIVERSITY 

Species  diversity  should  have  been  a  critical  issue.  Many  plant 
and  wildlife  species  are  on  the  edge  in  the  Eastern  Sierra/Great 
Basin.  It  was  good  to  see  many  of  these  mentioned  in  the  plan, 
but  more  could  be  done.  This  needs  a  greater  emphasis,  and  further- 
more, it  is  ludicrous  to  profess  interest  in  sensitive  species  and 
yet  refuse  to  discuss  restricting  grazing  pressure. 

Huntable  species  such  as  sage  grouse  and  antelope  ARE  important 
because  they  are  excellent  sagebrush/meadow  indicator  spoecies. 
However,  more  attention  should  have  been  focussed  on  non-game  species. 
Only  5%   of  Californlans  hunt.  Chukar,  for  example,  are  introduced 
and  should  not  be  managed  for  —  why  bother?  Hunting  has  become 
the  rural  equivalent  of  football,  the  non-thinking  man's  answer  to 
feminism.  By  the  time  they  finish  buying  the  AWD  rig,  the  gun(s), 
the  ammo,  the  reloader,  the  winch,  the  Rancho  suspension,  the  K-C 
Highlights,  the  beer,  the  steaks,  the  insulated  boots,  the  hand- 
warmers,  the  Hustler  magazines,  the  trips  to  Hawthorne  and  the 
taxidermist,  they've  figured  out  that  it's  cheaper  to  buy  hamburger. 
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It  was  essayist  Edward  Abbey  who  referred  to  Mule  Deer  as 
"rats  with  antlers".  Deer  are  nice,  both  in  the  wild  and  at  the 
petting  zoo,  but  there  Is  simply  alot  more  out  there,  and  if  we  are 
to  have  a  world  populated  by  more  than  humans,  deer,  coyotes, 
ravens,  blackbirds,  stray  cats  and  dogs,  houseflles,  mosquitoes, 
ants,  rats  and  cockroaches,  we  had  better  pay  more  attention  to 
other  species  and  write  management  plans  that  provide  for  their 
continued  prosperity. 

We  applaud  the  listing  and  description  of  the  18  "Desired 
Plant  Communities"  listed  in  Appendix  One,  but  there  were  many  left 
out,  such  as  Trans-Montane  Alkali  Marsh,  Owens/Mojave  Perennial  Desert 
Pool  and  Mono  Pumice  Plat.  The  California  Natural  Diversity  Database 
has  many  more  details  on  such  ecosystems,  and  more  of  the  document 
should  reflect  this  and  be  based  more  fully  on  it,  not  Just  an 
appendix. 

Sensitive/borderline  species  such  as  Owens  Speckled   Dace, 
Yellow  Warbler  and  Willow  Flycatcher  are  not  dealt  with.  Apparently, 
only  legally  listed  Tnreatened/Endangered  Species  (Appendix  6)  are 
worth  managing  for.  Unfortunately,  once  a  species  declines  to  that 
stage,  oftentimes  not  much  can  be  done.  Health  of  entire  ecosystems 
should  be  paramount. 
E.  WATERSHED  LANDS/LAND  "DISPOSAL" 

In  a  really  unexpected  proposal,  the  new  document  svcgestB 
getting  rid  of  watershed  withdrawals  that  have  protected  lands  since 
the  1930s.  Whenever  a  major  overturn  of  a  conservation-oriented 
Improvement  is  proposed,  any  thinking  person  must  see  redj  Can 
this  be  one  of  the  major  reasons  this  document  was  contemplated 
and  then  foisted  upon  us?  Some  of  the  proposed  land  "disposals" 
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happen  to  have  streams  tumbling  through  them.  Maybe  someone  has  an 
eye  on  these  streams  for  hydropower  or  other  development.  The  plan 
admits  "there  has  been  interest  in  geothermal",  but  gives  no  details. 
Why  all  the  secrecy?  Why  propose  a  drastic  change  like  this  for  no 
openly  stated  reason?  If  the  planning  process  can  be  opened  up  like 
this  on  the  behest  of  some  very  important  men,  then  the  plans  of 
those  very  important  men  should  be  placed  into  the  plan  for  public 
scrutiny. 

There  should  be  no  change  in  the  existing  watershed  withdrawals. 
And  we  would  gain  some  wildlife  habitat  through  the  process  of  land 
acquisition,  we  would  lose  other  habitat  through  land  "disposal". 
If  the  parcels  the  BLK  wants  to  save  are  worth  saving,  they  should 
be  saved  without  fostering  development  elsewhere. 
F.  MINERAL  LOCATION  WITHDRAWALS 

All  current  mining  claims  which  are  being  kept  current  can 
continue  to  be  worked  and  potentially  developed  under  BLM  guidelines. 
However,  the  BLM  has  the  right  to  WITHDRAW  certain  areas  from 
eligibility  for  NEW  mining  claims.  Areas  for  which  we  strongly 
support  mining  claim  withdrawal  Include: 

The  ENTIRE  SOUTH  INYO  MANAGEMENT  AREA:  This  is  the  area  from 

the  Owens  Valley  floor  to  the  Inyo  Kts.  crest  from  Mt.  Inyo 

south  to  Cerro  Gordo. 

The  ENTIRE  BODIE  MOUNTAIN  MANAGEMENT  AREA:  This  includes  the 

Bodle  State  Park  and  surrounding  high  plateau/mountain  area 

now  embroiled  in  controversy  due  to  impacts  of  the  Galactic 

Mine  on  the  Park. 

Speculative  mining  activity  has  wreaked  havoc  in  many  places 
in  the  Resource  Area.  Solving  this  problem  will  have  to  await 
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major  changes  in  mining  law,  but  this  is  another  issue  that  has 

made  its  way  into  the  national  periodicals  and  newspapers.  Bills 

have  been  introduced  in  Congress  to  ma^e  these  changes.  BLK 

should  be  made  aware  of  the  public's  desire  to  see  mining  controlled, 

especially  in  places  of  national  environmental  significance. 

G.  TRAIL-BUILDING 

Though  Desert  Survivors  acknowledges  the  value  of  trail  building 
in  some  circumstances,  we  must  note        that  recreationlsts  use, 
BLM  lands  because  they  want  a  primitive  experience.  There  are  plenty 
of  trails  in  Yosemite  and  adjoining  Forest  Service  lands.  Most 
hikers  who  accompany  us  to  these  lands,  or  visit  them  on  their  own, 
prefer  the  old  swsscpector  or  Indian  trails  or  what's  left  of  them, 
or  no  trail  at  all.  Trails  are  unnecessary;  much  of  the  land  is 
open  and  easy  to  navigate  around  and  roads  are  numerous.  Too  often, 
BLM  feels  that  it  must  "provide"  for  the  recreationlst  by  "building 
something",  either  a  road  or  a  trail,  since  BLM  so  often  bends  over 
backwards  to  accomodate  every  other  multiple  use  (mining,  grazing, 
water  dtvelopment,  powerlines,  wood-cutting,  etc.)  in  "their  every 
whim.  In  actuality,  most  hikers  wish  the  country  were  simply  left 
alone;  that  is  the  highest  value  BLK  can  provide. 

As  an  example,  the  concept  of  constructing  a  trail  on 
Slinkard  Creek  at  the  expense  of  riparian  vegetation  Is  absurd. 
The  Eastern  Sierra  has  already  lost  270  miles  of  streams  from 
diversions.  Every  scrap  of  riparian/wetland  needs  protection  from, 
grazing,  woodgathering,  etc.  A  trail  would  simply  damage  what  is  left. 
H.  FIRE-SUPPRESSION 

Pull  supresslon  of  fires  is  out-dated.  Fire  is  a  natural  part 
of  the  ecosystem.  A  "let-burn"  policy  should  be  initiated.  Pire  crews 
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should  be  reduced,  thus  freeing  up  funds  for  more  important  functions 
like  pressing  wildlife  habitat,  reclaiming  roads  and  fighting 
powerllne  corridors  in  court.  California's  1991  budget  proposes 
a  5%   cut  in  state  funds  for  fire  protection.  This  is  an  Improvement. 

The  urge  to  fight,  every  fire,  like  the  urge  to  hunt,  has 
become  a  knee-jerk  reaction  unrelated  to  the  actual  needs  of  the 
situation.  Wildlife  managers  (and  hunters,  for  that  matter)  can 
look  at  a  dense  stand  of  brush  and  mumble,  "what  this  place  needs 
is  a  good  fire?  ,  but  as  soon  as  they  see  smoke,  call  out  the  englnesi 
Part  of  the  problem  may  be  the  military  orientation  of  many  of  our 
land  managers,  and  part  of  it  is  instinctive  and  childlike  fear  on 
the  part  of  the  public,  but  the  very  shrubs  and  trees  themselves, 
which  their  highly  flammable  resins,  have  evolved  to  burn,  unlike 
the  deciduous-ffees  0f   the  East  where  much  of  our  land -management 
policy  evolved.  Years  of  fire-supression  have  taken  their  toll,  and 
now  whole  counties  are  ready  to  blow  up.  EnoughJ 
I.  EHDANGERKE,\TT  OF  OWENS  VALLEY  DUNE  HABITAT 

In  the  South  Inyo  and  Owens  Lake  Management  Areas,  one  proposal 
calls  for  disposing  of  BLK  land  to  agricultural  interests.  This  will 
impact  the  sand  dune  environmentat. the  northern  end  of  Owens  Lake. 
A  species  of  dune  weevil  is  threatened  by  this.  There  are  already 
mlllions.of  agricultural  lands  In  California,  some  left  fallow  due 
to  low  crop  prices.  This  "dlspoal"  should  not  be  effected. 
J.  ESTABLISHMENT  OP  BRISTLEC0KE  PINE  PROTECTIVE  AREA 

One  alternative  calls  for  a  special  habitat  nanagement  area 
along  the  crest  of  the  Inyo  Mts.  to  encourage  survival  of  the 
Brlstlecone/Limber  Pine  community.  We  applaud  this.  The  only 
question  is,  why  wasn't  this  done  before,  when  Desert  Survivors 
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was  fighting  the  Keynot  Mine? 

K.  ESTABLISHMENT  OF  ACCESS  EIGHT-OP-WAY  FOR  INYO  KT,  TRAILS 

Negotiations  for  rlght-of  way  access  for  backpackers  to  get  to 
BLM  lands  to  areas  such  as  Forgotten  Pass  and  Pat  keyes  Trail  should 
be  supported,  we  are  pleased  this  has  been  proposed  in  the  plan. 
L.  ESTABLISHMENT  OF  BIGHORN  SHEEP  HEED  NEAR  INYO  MOUNTAIN 

Yes  to  this!  What  better  place  for  it?  No  doubt  they  will  ha\e 
a  better  chance  here  than  many  other  places  that  have  been  tried. 
M.  WITHDRAWAL  OF  FUTURE  HIKING  LOCATIONS  ALONG  PAT  KEYES  TRAIL 

Yes  to  this,  but  why  not  withdrawal  in  the  whole  South  Inyo 
area,  Instead  of  an  eighth-mile  wide  corrldorO?  If  there  is 
mining  beyond  the  eighth  mile,  won't  people  notice? 
K.  ROUGH  CRJSKK 

We  support  Wild  River  Status  for  Rough  Creek  in  the  Bodle  Hills 
area. 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  98  (Desert  Survivors) 

98-1)  Nowhere  in  the  RMP  is  the  suggestion  made  that  the  public 
should  invest  money  in  geothermal  fields.  See  general  response 
for  geothermal  (p.5-15). 

98-2)     See  general  response  for  watershed  withdrawals  (p.5-8). 

98-3)     See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals  (p.5-9). 

98-4)  Please  see  general  response  to  comments  on  OH  V  management 
(p.5-8).  The  vandalism  and  trash  problem  in  the  Alabama  Hills 
originates  mainly  from  local  student  use  of  the  area  Other  parts 
of  the  resource  area  where  recreation  use  occurs  experience  few 
trash  or  vandalism  problems. 

98-5)  Your  comment  has  been  considered  in  the  final  plan.  Water 
source  developments  by  the  Bureau  would  not  impact  Inyo 
Mountains  slender  salamander  habitat. 

98-6)  This  was  under  the  No  Action  Alternative  1,  and  was  not 
proposed  for  the  final  plan.  In  1984  a  prescribed  burn  was 
conducted  in  this  area  for  pronghorn  habitat  improvement.  The 
results  were  poor  and  indicated  that  extremely  high  winds  are 
necessary,  and  soil  and  climate  conditions  are  marginal,  for  such 
projects  to  be  successful.  This  area  has  a  modified  suppression 
rating  should  a  natural  fire  occur,  with  the  intent  of  using  fire  as 
a  management  tool. 

Under  the  Preferred  Alternative  4,  commercial  harvesting  of 
timber  is  prohibited. 

98-7)  In  the  South  Inyo  MA  fuelwood  harvesting  is  being  used  strictly 
as  a  wildlife  management  tool. 
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98-8)  The  transmission  line  corridor  portion  of  the  draft  RMP  was  a 
joint  Forest  Service/BLM  study,  with  identical  opportunities  for 
public  participation.  Please  see  the  "Overview  of  the  Process"  at 
the  beginning  of  this  chapter. 

The  corridor  decision  has  been  changed;  please  see  Chapter  2 
for  the  revised  decision  and  rationale.  Also  see  the  general 
response  for  the  corridor  study. 

98-9)  Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 

98-1 0)    Please  see  the  "grazing"  general  response. 

98-1 1)    Please  refer  to  the  DPC  general  statement. 

98-1 2)    See  general  response  for  watershed  withdrawals. 

98-1 3)  The  Southern  Inyo  Wilderness  Study  Area  will  be  withdrawn  from 
mineral  entry  upon  a  wilderness  designation  by  Congress. 

The  final  RMP  includes  a  proposed  mineral  withdrawal  within  the 
Bodie  Bowl.  See  Chapter  2  (p.2-22)  and  the  general  Bodie 
response  (p.5-5). 

98-14)    Please  see  response  79-7. 

98-1 5)    Please  refer  to  response  45-2. 

98-1 6)  All  disposals  with  known  dune  weevil  habitat  have  been  dropped 
from  the  preferred  alternative.  See  also  general  response  for 
acquisitions  and  disposals. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  99  (Scott  Kemp) 

99-1)  The  DPC  goal  concerning  residual  herbaceous  plant  height  has 
been  changed  to  4"-6\  All  streams  referred  to  under  this  DPC 
produce  herbaceous  vegetation  along  the  stream  margin  which 
grows  to  a  height  of  12",  minimum,  if  in  a  natural  unutilized 
condition. 

99-2)  The  criteria  for  determination  of  river  segments  as  eligible  for 
wild  and  scenic  river  study  are  that  it  be  free-flowing  and  that  it 
contain  outstandingly  remarkable  values.  The  eligible  river 
segments  identified  in  the  draft  RMP  met  these  criteria.  Any 
potential  or  existing  resource  conflicts  that  would  result  from 
future  wild  and  scenic  river  designation  will  be  evaluated  in  the 
upcoming  studies. 

99-3)  In  the  final  RMP,  2  allotments  will  be  removed  from  grazing 
which  have  allocated  preference  (Round  Valley,  Sherwin),  and  4 
allotments  which  were  created  in  1982  but  have  never  been 
allocated  to  operators  (Keough,  Black  Rock,  Frazier,  Fish 
Slough).  Dry  Canyon  and  Slinkard  will  be  removed  only  if  other 
range  can  be  found  to  accommodate  the  grazing  taking  place 
on  these  allotments.  Copper  Mountain  will  be  removed  from 
grazing  when  the  existing  operator  relinquishes  or  transfers  the 
preference.  Grazing  at  Larkin  Lake  will  only  be  authorized,  at  the 
Bureau's  discretion,  to  maintain  waterfowl  habitat. 
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Friend,  ot  lb.  Inyo  b  >  coalition  formed  to  belp  protect  tbe  Inyo  National  Forcefe 
unique  oualitie.:  iu  .ceruc  beaUty.  clean  air.  abundant  water,  »ened  wildhle  and  plant 
population.,  and  muiy  opportunities  for  low-impact  recreation. 


January  16,  1991 

Mike  Ferguson 

Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  -  Bishop  Resource  Area 

787  North  Main  St.,  Suite  P 

Bishop,  CA    93514 

Dear  Mike, 

On  behalf  of  Friends  of  the  Inyo,  I  am  submitting  comments 
on  your  draft  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  the  Bishop  Resource 
Area,  Bureau  of  Land  Mangement  (BLM).    Friends  of  the  Inyo  is.  a 
coalition,  formed  in  1986,  of  organisations  concerned  -with  the 
preservation  of  the  outstanding  natural  resources  of  the  eastern 
Sierra.    Member  organizations  of  Friends  of  the  Inyo  include: 
California  Wilderness  Coalition,  Sierra  Club  -  Southern  California 
Regional  Conservation  Committee  &  Eastern  Sierra  Nevada 
Committee,.  Sierra  Club  -  Toiyabe  Chapter,  Eastern  Sierra  Audubon 
Society,  Desert  Survivors,  and  The  Wilderness  Society. 

Friends  of  the  Inyo  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment 
on  the  draft  RMP  and  EIS  for  the  Bishop  Resource  Area.    The  final 
document  will  direct  the  management  of  the  Resource  Area  for  the 
next  ten  to  twenty  years  and  is  of  critical  importance  to.  our  area. 
We  commend  you  for  your  excellent  attempts  to  involve  the  public 
throughout  the  process  and  for  the  willingness  of  you  and  your 
'taff  to  provide  assistance  as  we  prepared  our  comments.     Thank 
-    du  also  for  printing  the  document  on  recycled  paper. 

•  The  draft  RMP  and  EIS  addresses  such  critical  issues  as 
mining,  wildlife  and  fisheries,  recreation,  watershed  withdrawls  and 
land  acquisitions  and  disposals.     We  find  that  certain  aspects  of 
grazing  are  addressed  in  the  plan,  while  other  aspects  of  grazing 
are  ignored.    The  RMP  recommends  a  portion  of  the  Southern  Inyo 
Wilderness  Study  Area  (WSA)  for  Wilderness  designation;  the  other  ' 
lands  under  wilderness  study  are  not  acknowledged  in  the  RMP 
and  EIS 
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In  our  comments  we  will  first  comment  on  the  major  issues 
of  concern  to  us,  and  then  provide  specific,  page-by-page  comments 
on  the  entire  document.     We  also  will  comment  on  the  compliance 
of  the  RMP  and  EIS  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(NEPA). 

We  incorporate  by  reference  the  comments  of  The  Wilderness 
Society,  the  Natural  Resources  Defense  Council  and  the  Toiyabe 
Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club.     We  support  adoption  of  the  70 
Standard  Operating  Procedures  (SOP's)  proposed  by  the  California 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game. 

Wilderness  Study  Areas 

The  RMP  correctly  acknowledges  that  the  Interim 
Management  Policy  (IMP)  Guidelines  for  the  Section  603  lands  under 
Wilderness  Review  will  be  followed.    However,  you  do  not 
specifically  acknowledge  the  existence  of  any  of  the  eighteen  WSA's 
that  exist  in  the  Resource  Area  (with  the  exception  of  a  portion  of 
the  Southern  Inyo  WSA,  which  you  recommend  for  Wilderness 
designation)     These  eighteen  WSA's  comprise  over  382  (288,618  acres) 
of  the  Resource  Area  and  are  a  significant  resource.    While  the 
BLM  did  not  recommend  any  of  these  other  WSA's  for  Wilderness 
in  the  1987  EIS,  they  still  can  and  may  be  considered  for  Wilderness 
designation.    Congress  has  the  final  determination  as  to  what  lands 
will  be  designated  as  Wilderness. 

Due  to  the  controversy  that  exists  over  the  future  of  these 
WSA's,  their  overall  importance  to  the  entire  Resource  Area,  and 
most  importantly,  the  fact  that  these  lands  are  still  under 
Wilderness  review,  we  contend  that  adequate  disclosure  of  the  facts 
regarding  the  WSA's  is  required.     The  WSA's  must  be  identified  by 
name  in  the  RMP  and  there  should  be  a  map  showing  the  location, 
name,  and  number  of  each  WSA  (as  was  done  for  the  Inyo  Forest 
Plan).    The  IMP  Guidelines,  BLM  Manual  H-8550-1,  should  be 
summarized  (perhaps  in  an  appendix).    The  RMP  should  point  out 
that  "non-impairment  criteria"  must  be  met  for  these  lands  under 
Wilderness  Review,  and  that  the  lands  must  be  treated  as  de  facto 
Wilderness  until  the  final  determination  is  made  by  Congress.     In 
this  way  your  document  will  not  be  unfairly  prejudiced  against 
potential  Wilderness  designation.     Also,  the  public  that  desires- 
resource-intensive  multiple  uses  of  these  lands  will  be  adequately 
informed  as  to  the  management  requirements  for  lands  under 
Wilderness  review. 

Regarding  the  statement  that  "Wilderness  Study  Areas  not 
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part  of  these  reports  will  be  addressed  in  a  separate  review  process 
outside  this  plan"  (p  24),  we  infer  that  this  cryptic  statement  refers 
to  the  Section  202  Wilderness  Study  Areas  (WSA's).     In  spring  of 
1990,  myself  and  Norbert  Riedy  of  The  Wilderness  Society  informed 
the  BLM  and  the  Forest  Service  that  adequate  analysis  of  the  Sec 
202  WSA's  had  never  been  completed  by  the  Forest  Service  under 
the  1981  Supplemental  Agreement  Between  the  Forest  Service  and 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  regarding  lead  agency 
responsibility  for  Wilderness  study        A  contact  was  made  with  Jeff 
■Jarvis  of  the  State  Office,  who  could  find  no  documentation  of 
study  of  these  areas  by  the  BLM.      It  was  suggested  that  the  BLM 
correct  this  oversight  be  addressing  the  Sec.  202  WSA's  in  your 
RMP  (RMP  scoping  letter  from  Sally  Miller  to  Mike  Ferguson,  May 
1,  1990).     As  this  has  not  been  done,  we  question  when  in  fact  the 
analysis  -will  be  completed.     In  what  "separate  review  process"  will 
the  analysis  occur?    When  will  the  analysis  occur?    Please  clarify 
your  intentions  with  regards  to  the  Sec.  202  WSA's  in  your  final 
document. 

Finally,  it  should  be  noted  that  Soldier  Canyon,  the  preferred 
alternative  for  the  transmission  line  corridor,  includes  a  2,055  acre 
portion  of  the  Paiute  Section  202  WSA  (WSA  CA-010-060B).     This 
alternative  cannot  be  legally  considered  until  the  necessary  analysis 
of  this  WSA  has  been  completed. 

Wildlife.  Fisheries  and  Riparian  Resources 

We  commend  the  Resource  Area  for  your  efforts  to  protect 
and  enhance  wildlife,  fisheries  and  riparian  resources  in  Alternative 
■3  (and  as  reiterated  by  the  Area  Manager's  Guidelines  and  SOP's), 
in  spite  of  multiple  uses  that  threaten  these  resources      Descriptions 
of  and  impacts  to  some  wildlife  species,  fisheries  and  riparian 
resources  have  been  generally  well  documented  in  the  RMP  and 
EIS,    Unfortunately,  the  emphasis  throughout  the  RMP/EIS  is 
heavily  weighted  towards  the  protection  of  harvest  species.   „ 

Federal  Endangered  species  are  described  in  the  document 
(Owens  tui  chub,  Owens  pupfish,  bald  eagle,  peregrine  falcon)  in 
brief  (p.  127-128),  but  details  are  not  provided  in  the  document  of 
proposed  actions  that  may  adversely  affect  specific  Endangered 
species.    The  discussion  of  impacts  to  Endangered  species  focuses 
very  generally  on  region-wide  actions  (including  ski  development), 
rather  than  disclosing  potentially  significant  adverse  impacts  of 
proposed  actions  on  each  Endangered  species  on  Bureau  land,  as 
required  by  the  Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA)  (Sec.  7)  and  the  NEPA 
40  CFR  1508.27(b)(9)).     While  this  is  a  programatic  document,  actions 
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such  as  "major"  and  "super"  mines  are  forseen,  thus  it  is  not 
infeasible  to  be  able  to  predict  the  Impacts  of  such  actions  on 
Endangered  species.     The  RMP/EIS  shouH  also  provide 
documentation  to  support  the  conclusion  (p. 197)  that 

"The  Owens  pupfish,  Owens  tui  chub  (and  Lahontan 
cutthroat  trout)  would  either  be  downlisted  or  removed 
from  formal  listing  under  the  Federal  Endangered  Species 
Act." 
The  northern  spotted  owl  (Federal  Threatened)  should  be  mentioned 
as  a  species  with  potential  occurrence  on  the  Resource  Area 
(Coleville  Management  Area  old  growth),  and  surveys  for  the 
spotted  owl  should  be  conducted  (rare  sightings  have  occurred  to 
the  south  in  the  old  growth  forest  between  Mammoth  Lakes  and 
■June  Lake  in  the  past  five  to  ten  years)  in  the  summer  of  1991. 

Most  disturbing  is  the  treatment  in  the  RMP  and  EIS  afforded 
to  candidate  species.     Under  the  ESA  and  in  the  BLM  Manual, 
federal  candidate  species  are  to  be  managed  as  though  they  are 
listed  species,  i.e.,  the  intent  of  the  law  is  to    afford  candidate 
species  the  protections  of  the  ESA.     Federal  candidate  species  are 
listed  in  Appendix  6,  but  are  not  specifically  referenced  in  the  body 
of  the  document.     The  following  description  of  federal  candidate 
species  is  provided  in  the  Affected  Environment  section  of  the  EIS 

(p.128): 

"Twelve  animals  classified  as  candidates  for  threatened 
or  endangered  species  status  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  are  found  in  the  resource  area.     These 
species  (2  insects,  2  amphibians,  2  birds,  and  6  mammals) 
occupy  several  locations  in  the  planning  area.     Additional 
locations  provide  habitat  conditions  favorable  to  both 
species  of  insects  and  at  least  2  of  the  mammalian 
species.     Complete  inventories  are  lacking  for  4  of  the 
species. " 
What  are  these  species  (they  are  listed  in  Appendix  6,  but  the 
information  needs  to  be  detailed  in  the  body  of  the  document)?    In 
what  portions  of  the  Resource  Area  are  these  species  found?    What 
types  of  habitat  do  each  of  these  species  occupy?    Where  is  the 
critical  habitat  located?    For  which  4  species  are  complete 
inventories  lacking?    Referring  to  descriptions  of  the  affected 
environment  for  the  individual  Management  Areas  (MA's),  one  is 
able  to  discern  that  the  Travertine  diving  beetle  occupies  hot 
springs  habitat  in  the  Long  Valley  MA  (p. 155)  and  that  several  of 
the  federal  candidate  species  are  found  in  the  Owens  Valley  (p. 259) 
and  Southern  Inyo  (p.260)  MA's.     In  what  MA's  and  types  of 
habitat  are  each  of  the  federal  candidates  found? 
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Are  there  any  state-listed  (Threatened,  Endangered,  candidate 
or  Sensitive)  animal  species  in  the  Resource  Area?    If  so,  -what  are 
they,  what  types  of  habitat  do  they  occupy  and  where  are  they 
found?    What  other  "sensitive"  species  are  found  in  the  Resource 
Area  (the  RMP/EIS  notes  60+  "sensitive"  species,  p. 196)?    Please  list 
all  state-listed  species,  sensitive  species  and  "species  of  special 
concern"  in  the  Appendix  or  the  body  of  the  RMP/EIS. 

Cryptic  statements  are  made  throughout  the  document 
relative  to  threatened,  endangered  candidate  and  sensitive  species, 
particularly  in  the  summary  of  impacts  by  Management  Area 
(Table  2-2,  p.92-113).     On  page  107,  the  RMP/EIS  states  that,  for  the 
Preferred  Alternative: 

"Several  new  populations  of  endangered  species  would 
occur  on  Bureau  land.     Habitat  and  populations  of  5 
sensitive  species  would  be  degraded  or  lost." 
On  page  113  the  RMP/EIS  states,  for  the  Preferred  Alternative,  that: 
"Habitat  for  2  endangered  species  would  be  expanded  into 
the  management  area." 
Other  similar  statements  are  made  in  this  section  relative  to  these 
species  of  special  concern.     However,  no  further  disclosure  or 
analysis  of  environmental  impacts  is  made  in  the  document  that 
affords  the  reader  a  hint  as  to  how  these  conclusions  have  been 
reached. 

The  RMP  and  EIS  must  detail  which  specific  reasonably 
forseeable  actions  may  threaten  which  specific  federal  or  state- 
listed  or  candidate  species  in  which  specific  locations  (critical 
habitats)  in  the  Resource  Area.     What  will  be  the  environmental 
consequences  of  proposed  actions  to  these  species?    Potentially 
significant  impacts  must  be  disclosed  in  the  EIS.     Measures  must  be 
proposed  and  implemented  to  protect  critical  habitat  for  these 
species. 

In  summary,  your  documentation  and  environmental  analysis 
of  federal  and  state  sensitive,  threatened,  endangered  and 
particularly  candidate  species  is  wholly  inadequate  under  the  NEPA 
and  the  ESA.     A  thorough  documentation  of  candidate  and  listed 
species  must  be  included,  and  detailed  environmental  analysis,  as 
per  the  ESA  and  the  NEPA,  must  be  accomplished  in  the  RMP  and 
EIS  (ESA  Sec.7,  NEPA  40  CFR  1508.27(bX9)).     In  conjuction  with  the 
ESA  and  the  BLM  Manual  (1622.11(aX2Xb)  &  1622U(aX3Xf)),  every 
effort  must  be  made  to  manage  for  listed  and  candidate  species  so 
that  they  may  ultimately  be  delisted. 

There  are  other  animal  species  that  should  be  incorporated 
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onto  the  Resource  Area's  "sensitive"  or  "Management  Indicator 
Species"  (MIS)  list.     These  species  are  indicators  on  Inyo  National 
Forest  land  and  include:  yellow  warbler  (riparian  MIS),  pine  marten 
(Region,  5  sensitive),  golden  eagle  (special  interest),  prairie  falcon 
(special  interest),  goshawk  (Region  5  sensitive),  hairy  woodpecker 
(snag-dependent  MIS),  Williamson's  sapsucker  (snag-dependent  MIS) 
and  Nelson  bighorn  sheep  (special  interest).     Critters  know  no 
administrative  boundaries,  thus  the  same  indicator  species  should 
ideally  be  included  in  both  plans. 

We  are  pleased  at  the  documentation  of  riparian  habitat 
(including  aspen)  conditions  and  impacts  in  the  RMP/EIS,  and  at 
measures  proposed  to  protect,  enhance  and  restore  riparian 
resources.    Given  the  general  degraded  condition  (p.  132-135)  and 
extreme  importance  of  riparian  areas  to  wildlife  and  fisheries, 
complete  protection  of  all  riparian  areas  should  be  prioritised,  not 
solely  those  areas  proposed  for  Desired  Plant  Community  (DPC) 
treatment  in  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

Vegetation 

Most  of  our  comments  on  vegetation  relate  to  DPC's. 
However,  we  are  concerned  about  the  treatment  (or  lack  thereof) 
given  to  sensitive  plant  species  in  the  RMP  and  EIS.     Fifteen  federal 
candidate  plant  species  (some  state-listed)  are  noted  in  Appendix  6 
(note  -  the  RMP  on  page  136  says  that  there  are  sixteen  federal 
candidates),  and  locations  for  some  species  are  generally  disclosed  in 
the  descriptions  of  the  individual  MA's  on  pages  144-162.      It  is 
noted  on  page  136  of  the  RMP  that 

"Some  sensitive  plant  habitats  are  Currently  being 
degraded  by  the  effects  of  summer-long  continuous 
livestock  use.     In  some  cases,  plant  vigor  has  been 
reduced  and  the  ability  of  paints  to  flower  and  disperse 
seed  is  adversely  affected.    Other  candidate  plant  areas 
are  being  degraded  or  lost  to  road  maintenance  and 
general  recreational  use". 
The  specifics  of  impacts  to  these  endangered  plant  populations  must 
be  documented  in  the  RMP.    Which  populations  of  which  species  are 
being  threatened  by  which  proposed  actions?    What  type  of  data 
has  been  collected?    What  measures  are  proposed  to  protect  these 
populations?    Why  is  there  no  environmental  analysis  of  potentially 
significant  impacts  to  these  species?    Please  include  this  information 
in  your  final  document,  in  compliance  with  the  intent  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  and  state  laws  protecting  endangered 
plants. 
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Desired  Plant  Communities 

The  Bishop  Resource  Area  has  introduced  the  concept  of 
Desired  Plant  Communities  (DPC's)  to  establish  resource  condition 
objectives  on  the  Resource  Area.    While  we  commend  the  Resource 
Area  for  giving  deserved  attention  to  maintenance  of  healthy 
vegetative  communities,  we  have  many  concerns  regarding  the  use 
of  this  new  and  unproven  management  strategy. 

Your  DPC  definitions  in  Appendix  1  give  no  references.    Where 
did  the  definitions  come  from?    From  what  sources  or  guidelines 
were  the  definitions  developed?    On  what  ecological  data  are  the 
definitions  based?    An  explanation  of  the  process  used  to  formulate 
DPC  definitions,  with  references,  should  be  provided  in  the 
Appendix.     In  the  draft  Mono  Basin  National  Forest  Scenic  Area 
Comprehensive  Management  Plan  and  EIS  (1988),  the  Forest  Service 
was  asked  to  justify  how  they  arrived  at  choosing  a  preferred  lake 
level  -  the  DPC  concept  is  novel  and  seemingly  subjective  enough  to 
warrant  similar  scrutiny  by  the  concerned  public. 

A  major  concern  is  that  DPC  treatment  is  proposed  for  only 
144,620  acres  (142)  of  the  Resource  Area  (p.36)  (you  have  defined 
DPC's  for  key  vegetation  types  convering  237,000  acres  (302)  of  the 
Resource  Area  (p. 29);  what  is  the  distinction  between  DPC  definition 
and  DPC  treatment?).    We  infer  from  your  document  that 
vegetation  for  the  rest  of  the  Resource  Area  will  be  managed  under 
the  status  quo,  i.e.  the  existing  grazing  EIS's  for  the  MFP's.    This 
assumption  is  borne  out  is  the  discussion  of  environmental  impacts 
to  vegetation  (p.200).    For  the  preferred  alternative, 

"The  other  642,000  acres  of  vegetation  in  the  resource 
area  would  remain  in  their  present  condition  for  the 
long  term." 
(emphasis  added)  (For  the  "Natural  Resource  Enhancement" 
alternative,  633,000  acres  would  remain  under  status  quo 
management). 

We  contend  that  the  entire  Resource  Area  should  be  managed 
for  optmum  vegetative  conditions,  or  at  a  minimum,  the  802  of 
Resource  Area  land  that  is  grazed  (p. 19).    We  recognize  your 
attempt  to  give  priority  treatment  to  those  lands  that  provide 
critical  wildlife  and  fisheries  habitat,  and  concur  that  these  lands 
should  receive  management  emphasis.    However,  the  remainder  of 
the  Resource  Area  must  not  be  entirely  neglected  and  allowed  to  be 
subject  to  continuing  management  practices  ix  the  data  shows  that 
these  practices  have  allowed  for  continued  degradation  of 
vegetation  and  other  resources. 
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It  is  extremely  difficult  for  the  public  and  other  agencies  to 
assess  the  potential  significance  of  DPC  management  when  no  maps 
are  provided  that  show  the  areas  proposed  for  DPC  treatment.     In 
your  RMP/EIS,  please  provide  maps  that  disclose  the  location  of 
proposed  DPC  treatment  under  each  alternative.     Such  disclosure 
will  make  it  possible  for  the  public  to  grasp  the  cumulative 
significance  of  implementation  of  the  DPC  concept  in  the  Resource 
Area  and  to  provide  meaningful  comment. 

In  order  for  DPC  management  to  be  effectively  implemented, 
an  extremely  intensive  monitoring  effort  will  be  needed  to  see  that 
the  DPC  definitions  presented  in  Appendix  1  are  being  adhered  to  on 
the  prescribed  areas.    How  will  the  complex  DPC  definitions  be 
implemented  on  the  ground?    Is  monitoring  and  eventual 
achievement  of  such  conditions  really  feasible  given  the  limited 
budget  upon  which  the  BLM  operates?    We  fear  that  DPC  program 
goals  ■will  mean  little  more  than  past  attempts  to  control  grazing 
abuses  due  to  budget  restrictions.    Because  this  concept  is  untested 
and  there  is  "scientific  uncertainty"  as  to  the  potential  effectiveness 
of  the  DPC  program,  the  BLM  must  include  a  "worst  case"  analysis 
in  the  document  in  the  event  that  you  are  unable  to  attain  your 
DPC  goals,  as  per  the  requirements  of  the  NEPA  (40  CFR  1502.22). 

Finally,  we  question  when  the  DPC  program  will  in  fact  be 

implemented.    The  RMP  states  (p.24)  that: 

"If  the  resource  conditions  established  in  the  RMP  are  not 
being  met,  changes  in  livestock  grazing  practices  will  be 
made  as  necessary  to  achieve  these  objectives  over  a 
reasonable  period  of  time." 

Who  determines  when  changes  in  livestock  practices  are 

"necessary"?    What  constitutes  a  "reasonable"  period  of  time?    This 

language  must  be  clarified  in  your  final  document. 

Friends  of  the  Inyo  appreciates  your  attempts  to  address 
problems  associated  with  grazing,  and  to  correct  past  and  present 
management  problems  related  to  grazing.     However,  DPC's  are  not 
an  adequate  substitute  for  addressing  some  decisions  made  in  the 
grazing  EIS's  nearly  ten  years  ago,  specifically  stocking  levels, 
utilization  rates  and  seasons  of  use.    These  decisions  deserve  to  be 
re-examined,  in  light  of  what  we  believe  is  the  overall  degraded 
condition  of  the  Resource  Area  due  to  grazing.      If  necessary 
reductions  are  made  in  the  level  of  grazing,  there  will  be  no  need 
for  implementation  of  an  extremely  intensive  vegetation 
management  program  that  is  untested,  and  therefore  of 
questionable  success.     The  use  of  DPC's  does  not  get  at  the  root  of 
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the  primary  reason  for  poor  wildlife  and  habitat  condition  in  the 
Resource  Area.    A  "hard  look"  is  needed  with  regards  to  the  overall 
grazing  management  program  in  the  Resource  Area. 

Grazing 

Friends  of  the  Inyo  very  strongly  disagrees  with  the  BLM's 
decision  not  to  directly  address  grazing  in  the  RMP.    What  more 
appropriate  place  to  analyze  the  effectiveness  of  the  Benton-Owens 
Valley  and  Bodie-Coleville  grazing  EIS's  (1981  and  1982,  respectively) 
than  in  this  broad  planning  document  which  supercedes  the 
outdated  MFP's  (BLM  Manual  43  CFR  1618  2),  under  which  the 
grazing  EIS's  are  tiered.    There  is  overwhelming  evidence 
presented  throughout  the  RMP/EIS  (particularly  in  Chapter  III,  the 
Affected  Environment)  that  livestock  grazing  under  current 
management  practices  has  severely  affected  wildlife,  fisheries, 
vegetation,  water  quality,  soils  and  other  resources  of  the  Resource 
Area.    We  therefore  find  it  incomprehensible  that  the  BLM  refuses 
to  allow  past  grazing  decisions  to  be  reevaluated  in  this  RMP  and 
EIS.     In  order  for  the  BLM  to  incorporate  decisions  made  in  the 
grazing  EIS's  into  the  current  RMP  and  EIS,  you  must  provide 
supporting  documentation  to  verify  that  certain  decisions  made  in 
those  EIS's  (particularly  stocking  levels,  utilization  rates  and  seasons 
of  use)  are  still  valid. 

In  your  description  of  livestock  grazing  in  the  "Affected 
Environment"  section  of  the  RMP/EIS,  you  state  (p. 143)  that 

"development  or  revision  of  10  AMP's  and  construction  of 
new  range  improvements  have  improved  livestock 
distribution  causing  a  subsequent  improvement  in 
ecological  vegetation  condition  and  wildlife  habitat." 
Which  ten  AMP's  have  been  developed  or  revised  over  the  past  ten 
years  for  which  this  statement  is  true?    What  types  of  new  range 
improvements  have  been  made?    What  improvements  in  ecological 
vegetation  condition  have  occurred  as  a  result  of  your  efforts? 
Please  substantiate  this  statement  in  your  final  RMP/EIS.    Also,  we 
note  that  there  are  over  60  allotments  in  the  Resource  Area,  as 
defined  by  the  MFP's  (Appendix  5,  p. 265-266).    Have  AMP's  been 
completed  for  all  of  these  allotments,  as  mandated  by  the  MFP's? 
Please  list  in  your  final  RMP/EIS  the  status  of  AMP's  for  each 
allotment. 

Your  discussion  of  grazing  in  the  Affected  Environment  section 
of  the  document  should  include  a  description  of  the  Resource  Area's 
overall  grazing  monitoring  program,  and  how  it  has  been 
implemented  over  the  past  ten  years.     Also,  a  summary  of 
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monitoring  data  collected  over  the  past  ten  years  should  be 
included  in  your  document. 

In  the  description  of  vegetation  for  the  Affected  Environment, 
Table  3-7  (p  134)  displays  the  overall  ecological  condition  of  the 
Bishop  Resource  Area  based  on  data  collected  in  1978  and  1980.    The 
RMP/EIS  states  (p. 132)  that  "The  general  condition  of  the  two  EIS 
areas  is  presented  in  Table  3-7."     This  implies  that  the  present 
condition  of  the  range  is  equal  to  the  condition  of  the  range  that 
existed  over  ten  years  ago.     We  question  this,  and  request  that  you 
use  monitoring  data  collected  over  the  past  ten  years  to  provide  a 
table  reflecting  the  present  ecological  condition  of  the  Resource  Area 
in  your  final  RMP/EIS     This  RMP  provides  a  framework  for 
management  of  the  Resource  Area  for  the  next  ten  to  twenty 
years,  therefore  it  is  critically  important  that  the  RMP  provide 
accurate  description  of  existing  conditions  with  respect  to  the 
vegetative  resource,  as  these  will  form  the  "baseline"  conditions  for 
the  next  planning  cycle. 

The  damage  inflicted  by  grazing  to  one  vegetative  resource, 
aspen  communities,  is  documented  in  the  RMP/EIS  (p. 132)  and 
shows  an  extremely  alarming  trend.     In  1980,  86%  of  aspen  groves 
surveyed  were  found  to  be  in  "good  to  excellent"  vegetative 
condition,  and  83%  of  the  acreage  in  "good  to  excellent"  wildlife 
habitat  condition.     A  1988  resurvey  of  the  same  groves  found  only 
21%  in  "good  to  excellent"  vegetative  condition,  and  only  6%  in  "good 
to  excellent"  wildlife  habitat  condition.     Does  this  trend  reflect 
trends  in  the  overall  ecological  condition  of  vegetation  in  the 
Resource  Area?    These  data  certainly  demonstrate  the  need  for 
disclosure  of  the  overall  existing  condition  of  range  in  the  Resource 
Area. 

Damage  by  grazing  is  also  documented  to  state-listed 
threatened  and  endangered  plants,  and  federal  candidate  plant 
species.     The  RMP/EIS  states  (p.136)  that 

"Some  sensitive  plant  habitats  are  currently  being 
degraded  by  the  effects  of  summer-long  continuous 
livestock  use.    In  some  cases,  plant  vigor  has  been 
reduced  and  the  ability  of  plants  to  flower  and  disperse 
seed  is  adversely  affected." 
Specific  monitoring  information  must  be  provided  in  the  RMP/EIS 
with  regards  to  damage  to  endangered  plant  populations  by 
grazing.    This  damage  is  unacceptable  under  the  intent  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  and  state  law,  and  discloses  the  need  to 
reexamine  seasons-of-use  decisions  made  in  the  RMP. 
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It  is  only  through  the  inclusion  of  adequate  data  that  the 
public  and  other  agencies  can  assess  the  past  effectiveness  of  the 
Resource  Area  in  making  "changes  based  upon  monitoring  of  the 
resource"  (p. 38)  and  can  determine  whether  certain  decisions  made 
in  the  grazing  EIS's  for  the  outdated  MFP's  must  be  reevaluated. 

The  environmental  analysis  of  imapcts  to  livestock  grazing 
(Chapter  IV,  p. 200-202)  are  based  on  some  questionable  assumptions 
and  an  overall  lack  of  data  to  substantiate  the  conclusions  made. 
For  further  comments,  please  see  the  page-by-page  comments  re 
RIYIP,  p. 200-202. 

Finally,  a  map  outlining  the  allotments  on  the  Resource  Area 
is  needed  so  that  the  public  can  note  the  relationship  between 
various  allotments,  proposed  DPC  treatment  and  other  resources. 

Please  see  additional  comments  on  grazing  in  our  page-by- 
page  comments. 

Mining 

Friends  of  the  Inyo  commends  you  for  attempting  to  plan  for 
hardrock  mining  in  the  Resource  Area.     However,  we  find  many 
contradictions  in  the  discussion  of  mining  in  the  document,  and 
information  is  lacking  that  paints  a  clear  picture  of  the  potentially 
significant  impacts  that  mineral  eKploration  and  development  may 
have  upon  the  Resource  Area. 

The  range  of  alternatives  for  mining  is  inadequate  under  the 
NEPA.  Only  two  real  alternatives  are  proposed  for  mineral 
withdrawl  -  30,000  acres  for  the  Present  Management  Alternative 
and  the  Natural  Resources  Enhancement  Alternative,  and  1,900- 
2,000  acres  for  the  Custodial  Management  Alternaitve  and  the 
Proposed  Alternative  (p.37).    Certainly  there  is  a  realistic  and 
reasonable  range  of  alternatives  that  can,  and  must,  be  considered 
between  the  parameters  that  the  Bureau  has  defined  (NEPA  40  CFR 
1502.14(a)) 

Information  provided  that  accurately  portrays  the  potential 
extremely  significant  impacts  of  mining  to  the  Resource  Area  is 
lacking.    The  public  is  given  a  remote  idea  of  the  overall  picture,  by 
reference  made  to  "major"  and  "super"  projects  (p. 177-180).     What 
and  where  exactly  are  these  reasonably  forseeable  projects?    In 
order  for  readers  of  the  document  to  assess  the  significance  of 
mining  in  the  context  of  the  affected  region,  the  names  and 
locations  of  reasonable  forseeable  projects  must  be  disclosed  in  the 
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We  are  stymied  as  to  how  conclusions  regarding  withdrawn, 
"effectively  withdrawn",  constrained,  restricted,  and  limited 
deposits  were  reached  in  the  comparative  summary  (Table  2-2,  p. 92 
113)  and  in  the  section  detailing  impacts  on  mining  (p. 197-199).     Data 
must  be  provided  to  substantiate  the  conclusions  made. 

The  BLM  must  withdraw  from  mineral  entry  all  lands  that 
provide  habitat  for  federally-listed  threatened,  endangered  or 
candidate  species.     These  lands  should  include  habitat  for  the 
twelve  species  listed  in  Appendix  6  and  any  other  federally-listed  or 
candidate  species  not  listed  in  the  Appendix.     By  enacting 
withdrawls  to  protect  the  integrity  of  habitats  for  such  species,  the 
BLM  will  ably  comply  with  federal  law  (45  CFR  78905,  re  resolution 
of  conflicts  between  the  1872  Mining  Law  and  the  Endangered 
Species  Act)  and  avoid  future  conflicts.     Habitat  for  state-listed 
species  should  be  withdrawn  as  well. 

In  handouts  obtained  of  the  "proposed  action"  (draft  preferred 
alternative,  March  1990)  for  each  of  the  nine  Management  Areas 
(MA's),  proposed  mineral  withdrawls  included  the  following  areas:  a 
section  of  Braley  Creek  and  the  tule  elk  calving  area  (Owens  Lake 
MA),  "the  habitats  of  plants  and  animals  identified  as  candidates 
for  protection  as  threatened  or  endangered  speices"  (South  Inyo 
MA),  geothermal  leasing  withdrawls  to  protect  "unique  and 
endangered  species  of  wildlife"  and  in  the  southern  Volcanic 
Tablelands  (Benton  MA),  "a  3  mile  buffer  against  geothermal 
development  around  the  Mono  Basin  National  Forest  Scenic  Area" 
(Granite  Mountain  MA.,  Travertine  Hot  Springs  ACEC  (Bodie  Hills 
MA),  and  Virginia  Creek  (Bridgeport  Valley  MA).     Other  areas 
deserving  of  full  withdrawl  status  include  the  entire  southern  Inyo 
Mountains  (much  of  which  are  proposed  for  Wilderness  by  the 
BLM),  all  proposed  ACEC's  and  mineral  withdrawl  corridors  along  all 
Wild  and  Scenic  River  candidates.     We  also  support  locatable  and 
leasable  mineral  withdrawls  to  protect  archaeological  and  cultural 
resources,  particularly  in  the  Volcanic  Tablelands  and  at  Bodie. 

We  believe  that  enactment  of  the  withdrawls  proposed  above 
is  entirely  reasonable  given  the  large  amount  of  acreage  left  open 
to  mineral  development,  and  'will  demonstrate  the  Resource  Area's 
commitment  to  taking  a  "proactive"  approach  to  resource 
management . 

Standards  and  guidelines  are  proposed  for  Bodie  "to  determine 
when  unnecessary  and  undue  degradation  occurs"  in  the  National 
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Landmark  (p. 65)     In  order  to  strengthen  your  ability  to  enforce 
violations  of  unnecesary  and  undue  degradation  -within  Sec.  603 
WSA's  as  mandated  by  FLPMA,  a  guideline  that  encompasses  all 
future  mineral  exploration  and  development  in  WSA's  within  the 
Resource  Area  should  be  incorporated  in  the  Area  Manager's 
guidelines.      The  recent  Castle  Mountain  agreement  incorporates 
use  of  the  best  reasonably  available  technology,  and  should  be  a 
model  upon  which  mining  plans  at  Bodie  and  elsewhere  are  based. 

For  further  coments  on  mining  please  see  our  page-by-page 
comments. 

Watershed  Withdrawls 

We  are  strongly  opposed  to  the  Bureau's  proposal  to 
recommend  to  Congresss  revocation  of  Congressional  and  EKecutive 
Order  watershed  withdrawls.     The  BLM  is  directed  by  FLPMA  to 
review  all  existing  withdrawls,  and  you  state  in  the  RMP/EIS  that 
the  withdrawls  are  no  longer  necessary  for  the  purposes  for  which 
they  were  enacted.     We  contend  that  the  watershed  withdrawls 
are  still  necessary  to  afford  protection  to  federal  reserved  water 
rights,  which  are  senior  to  ensuing  water  rights.     The  federal 
government's  4e  comment  authority  derives  from  these  water 
rights;  there  are  likely  other  implications  of  your  proposal  that 
must  be  considered  relative  to  reserved  water  rights.     The 
watershed  withdrawls  have  also  effectively  prevented  development 
and  water-intensive  uses  of  thousands  of  acres  of  public  land. 

While  an  Act  of  Congress  could  reinstate  federal  reserved 
water  rights,  the  rights  would  be  junior  to  other  appropriative 
rights,  giving  the  federal  agencies  much  less  authority  to  assert 
their  water  rights.     The  issue  of  federal  reserved  water  rights  is 
politically  contentious  (Congressman  Lewis'  Desert  Bill  would  deny 
the  federal  government  a  reserved  water  right,  as  would  other 
land  management  bills  recently  before  Congress),  and  there  is  a 
chance  that  federal  reserved  water  rights  would  not  be  reinstated. 
The  BLM  should  not  risk  losing  your  senior  water  rights  (and  those 
of  the  Forest  Service  in  the  Mono  Basin)  by  recommending 
revocation  of  the  withdrawls 

Friends  of  the  Inyo  is  also  opposed  to  lifting  of  the  withdrawls 
because  they  have  effectively  prevented  development  on  600,000 
acres  of  public  land      We  recognize  the  real  need  in  some 
communities  for  adjacent  public  lands  to  be  made  available  for 
development  of  community  services  and  question  whether  it  would, 
be  possible  to  make  needed  lands  available  on  a  limited  basis 
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I  without  opening  up  a  Pandora's  Box  by  proposing  revocation  of  the 
I  withdrawls. 

In  any  event,  your  treatment  of  this  issue  is  inadequate  in 
the  RMP  and  EIS,  and  needs  further  NEPA  analysis.     The  analysis 
should  include  discussion  of  the  federal  reserved  water  rights  that 
derive  from  the  enactment  of  the  withdrawls  (for  instance,  the 
"4e"  comment  authority  and  other  implications  of  the  water 
rights)     The  reserved  water  rights  held  by  the  Forest  Service  in 
the  Scenic  Area  should  be  acknowledged.     The  environmental 
impacts  of  revocation  (and  retention)  of  the  withdrawls  should  be 
thoroughly  documented.     Impacts  addressed  should  include 
development  potential  on  disposed  lands,  increased  water  demand 
in  Inyo  and  Mono  County  communities  due  to  increased 
development  resulting  from  disposals,  effects  on  Federally-listed 
species  and  cumulative  impacts  to  other  resources  (including 
wildlife,  fisheries,  visual)  resulting  from  disposals. 

Finally,  it  appears  that  the  primary  reason  that  the  Bureau 
supports  revocation  of  the  watershed  withdrawls  is  because  of  land 
acquisition  priorities  and  demand  for  disposal  of  public  land  to  the 
private  sector  in  Mono  and  Inyo  counties.     Your  analysis  of  this 
issue  should  rigorously  explore  and  objectively  evaluate  all 
reasonable  alternatives  (NEPA  40  CFR  1502.14(a)),  including 
alternatives  that  explore  other  legislative  options  to  make  needed 
lands  available  on  a  limited  basis  for  community  development. 

Land  Acquisitions  and  Disposals 

Friends  of  the  Inyo  supports  acquisition  6f  private  lands  that 
provide  valuable  wildlife  habitat  or  other  values,  such  as  Black 
Lake,  and  that  are  threatened  by  development,  such  as  the 
Conway  Ranch  property.     However,  we  are  opposed  to  disposal  of 
public  lands,  as  it  sets  a  stage  for  development  and  exploitation  of 
some  sensitive  lands.     For  example,  if  lands  are  disposed  of  along 
highway  167  near  the  Mono  Basin  National  Forest  Scenic  Area,  it  is 
possible  that  intensive  development  could  occur  in  this  visually 
sensitive  area.     We  are  also  strongly  opposed  to  disposal  of  land  for 
agricultural  uses,  as  is  proposed  in  the  southern  Owens  Valley.     We 
recognize  the  pressure  for  land  to  be  made  available  adjacent  to 
existing  communities  for  development     We  support  this  type  of 
land  disposal  only  where  absolutely  necessary  (i.e.,  to  provide  land 
for  development  of  community  services).     Land  exchanges  should  be 
used  as  a  method  to  dispose  of  land;  we  are  opposed  to  outright 
sale  of  public  lands.     Finally,  all  disposal  of  public  lands  into  the 
private  sector  must  be  subject  to  full  public  involvement  and  the 
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NEPA  process. 

Recreation 

Recreation  is  an  extremely  significant  "resource"  on  federal 
land  in  the  eastern  Sierra,  and  we  appreciate  the  Bureau's  efforts 
to  wisely  plan  for  the  increasing  number  of  visitors  to  the  area, 
and  attempts  to  provide  a  wide  variety  of  recreation  opportunities. 
While  acknowledging  the  importance  of  recreation  in  our  area,  the 
Bureau  should  never  promote  recreation  at  the  expense  of  the 
natural  resources,  which  the  Preferred  Alternative  unfortunately 
does  in  some  cases. 

Proposed  management  for  several  Management  Areas  (MA's) 
in  the  Resource  Area  favors  recreation  at  the  possible  expense  of 
v'.idlife  and  fisheries.    This  is  particularly  true  for  the  Slinkard 
Valley  in  the  Coleville  MA,  the  Bodie  Hills  in  the  Bodie  Hills  MA  and 
sensitive  hot  springs  in  the  Long  Valley  MA  (please  see  detailed 
comments  in  our  page-by-page  comments). 

The  primary  management  emphasis  for  recreation  in  the 
Bishop  Resource  Area  should  be  on  dispersed  and  low  impact 
activities.     With  ZSZ  of  the  Resource  Area  composed  of  Wilderness 
Study  Areas,  there  are  ample  opportunities  for  a  variety  of 
recreation  activities  that  are  consistent  with  the  wilderness 
character  and  IMP  guidelines  for  these  lands.    The  remainder  of  the 
Resource  Area,  in  conjunction  with  adjacent  National  Forest  lands, 
provides  an  abundant  network  of  roads  for  ORV  and  mountain  bike 
touring  opportunities,  and  these  activities  should  not  be  actively 
promoted  within  WSA's  by  the  Resource  Area. 

We  are  especially  concerned  about  proposals  for  ORV  "route 
connectors"  (p  36)  in  the  Preferred  Alternative.     How  does  this 
proposal  tier  with  development  of  the  interagency  OHV  Plan,  the 
High  Desert  ORV  Plan,  or  with  development  of  an  ORV  management 
plan  in  the  Bodie  Hills?    The  RMP  is  not  the  arena  for  validation  of 
any  new  route  connectors  (read  "roads").    Site-specific  analysis  in 
one  of  the  three  appropriate  documents  must  be  completed.     No 
decisions  should  be  made  as  to  ORV  use  in  the  Resource  Area, 
pending  completion  of  the  Interagency  OHV  Plan,  the  High  Desert 
ORV  Project,  and  a  Bodie  Hills  ORV  Plan,  with  full  public 
involvement  on  all  plans. 

We  believe  that  timely  development  of  an  ORV  Plan  for  the 
Bodie  Hills  is  essential.    We  question  development  of  this  latter  plan 
through  the  Coordinated  Resource  Management  Planning  (CRMP) 
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process.    The  CRMP  process  is  an  unknown  to  many  members  of 
the  public  who  have  a  keen  interest  in  management  of  this  area. 
Development  of  an  ORV  Plan  for  the  Bodie  Hills  must  be  subject  to 
full  public  involvement  and  the  NEPA  process.     An  EA,  or  an  EIS  if 
a  rigorous  analysis  is  warranted  through  public  scoping,  is 
mandated. 

The  introductory  chapter  of  the  final  RMP/EIS  should  briefly 
discuss  the  development  of  the  various  ORV  plans,  as  these  plans 
will  be  tiered  under  this  RMP  and  EIS  (and  the  Inyo  Forest  Plan) 
and  are  an  integral  part  of  Resource  Area  management. 

In  conclusion,  we  support  emphasis  on  managing  for  dispersed 
recreation  opportunities.    However,  management  for  optimum 
vegetation  and  wildlife  habitat  for  game  and  non-game  species 
should  always  take  priority  over  management  for  recreation. 

Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 

Friends  of  the  Inyo  supports  Area  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern  (ACEC)  designation  for  all  ten  areas  that  have  been 
identified  as  potential  ACEC's  in  the  RMP.      In  particular,  we 
strongly  support  designation  of  a  Bodie  Mountain  ACEC  that 
encompasses  the  Bodie  Bowl,  Potato  Peak-Bodie  Peak,  Rough  Creek, 
Beauty  Peak  and  the  surrounding  area  (as  proposed  in  Alternative 
3).     While  an  ACEC  designation  could  still  allow  for  development  of 
valid  existing  mineral  rights  and  for  grazing  to  continue,  it  would 
also  give  the  unique  and  varied  natural  resources  in  this 
spectacular  area  a  stronger  voice  for  the  protections  deserved 
under  the  multiple  use  objectives  of  FLPMA  and  IMP  guidelines  for 
lands  under  Wilderness  review.    The  Bodie  Hills  is  an  area  of 
national  significance  and  deserves  to  be  treated  as  such. 

Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 

We  support  the  Resource  Area's  evaluation  of  ten  candidate 
streams  for  potential  designation  as  Wild  and  Scenic  rivers.    In 
particular,  we  believe  that  Rough  Creek,  Atastra  Creek,  and  Green 
Creek  are  deserving  of  such  special  protection.     Mill  Creek  in  the 
Coleville  Management  Area  also  deserves  to  be  considered  for  Wild 
and  Scenic  river  status. 

Other  Designations 

We  strongly  support  permanent  protection  of  the  limited 
I  amount  of  old  growth  habitat  that  exists  in  the  Resource  Area 
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through  inclusion  of  the  old  growth  stands  in  the  Slinkard  Valley 
and  Little  Antelope  Valley  in  national  Ancient  Forest  protection 
legislation  (inc.  Uontz  Bill  &  Vento  Bill).     The  RMP  (p.135)  states  that 
there  are  about  400+  acres  of  old  growth  in  this  area.     All  of  the 
remaining  old  growth  should  be  permanently  preserved,  due  to  its 
limited  occurrence  in  the  Resource  Area  and  the  eastern  Sierra. 
The  associated  undisturbed  riparian  stands  should  also  be 
permanently  protected.    As  stated  on  page  135,  "The  old 
growth/riparian  stands... are  considered  to  be  a  unique  vegetation 
community/structure  in  the  eastern  Sierra  due  to  the  undisturbed 
nature  of  these  stands."     We  would  like  more  information  on  the 
precise  location  and  species  composition  of  these  stands,  as  well  as 
their  relationship  to  old  growth  habitat  on  adjacent  National  Forest 
land,  so  that  we  may  include  them  as  a  part  of  any  pending 
Ancient  Forest  legislation. 

Transmission  Line  Corridor 

The  inclusion  of  the  powerline  corridor  study  in  the  RNIP  and 
EIS  is  wholly  inappropriate  and  blatantly  violates  NEPA  law.    The 
stated  "demand"  for  an  east-west  corridor  is  poorly  justified.    The 
analysis  of  impacts  is  superficial  and  based  on  an  overall  lack  of. 
data.    The  choice  of  the  preferred  alternative  is  irrational.    Finally, 
the  corridor  study  has  generated  a  shopping  list  of  NEPA  violations 
(see  also  discussion  on  NEPA  compliance  below). 

The  arguments  that  justify  the  "need"  for  the  transmission 
line  corridor  (Appendix  8)  are  prepared  by  the  Los  Angeles 
Department  of  Water  and  Power  (LADWP),  one  of  the  primary 
proponents  of  the  corridor.    The  "need  for  additional  electricity  in 
Southern  California  is  expected  to  increase  dramatically  in  the  near 
future"  (RMP,  p.274).    Data  is  not  provided  to  substantiate  this 
conclusion.    Furthermore,  data  is  not  provided  to  substantiate  the 
"system  reliability"  arguments  proffered  in  the  RMP/EIS.    An 
independent  analysis  of  the  "need"  for  this  corridor  must  be 
conducted. 

It  should  also  be  noted  that  LADWP's  stated  "need"  for  system 
reliability  and  contention  that  circuits  transmitting  power  from  Las 
Vegas  to  Los  Angeles  are  overloaded  is  in  conflict  with  their  recent 
attempts  to  acquire  land  and  rights-of-way  in  the  Las  Vegas  area 
for  additional  transmission  line  corridors,  via  the  "Berman  Bill"  (see 
enclosed  articles.  Friends  of  Nevada  Wilderness,  and  Los  Angeles 
Times,  1990). 

The  corridor  plan  is  not  in  keeping  with  the  emerging  energy 
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policy  of  the  United  States,  which  emphasises  conservation  and 
reduction  of  pollution.     On  January  15,  1991,  the  U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  (EPA)  unveiled  a  plan  to  reduce  nationwide 
electricity  use  by  at  least  10  percent,  with  the  assistance  of  major 
corporations  (see  enclosed  article,  San  Francisco  Chronicle,  1/16/91). 

The  analysis  in  the  RMP/EIS  generally  states  that  health  risks 
asssociated  with  transmission  lines  are  minimal  due  to  the  small 
human  populations  in  the  corridor  study  areas  (p.208-210).     The 
logical  extension  of  the  preferred  alternative  would  most  certainly 
have  potential  effects  upon  the  residents  of  Deep  Springs  College. 
The  RMP/EIS  states  that  "no  link  has  been  established  between 
EMF  and  adverse  human  health  effects";  however  "studies  are 
currently  underway  in  California  to  determine  health  risks  of 
exposure  to  electromagnetic  radiation  from  sources  such  as  electric 
power  lines"  (see  enclosed  article,  Los  Angeles  Times,  1/16/91).     In  the 
case  of  human  health,  no  assumptions  should  be  made  that  there 
are  no  risks  associated  with  EMF  until  proven  otherwise. 

The  alternatives  presented  are  poorly  analysed,  based  on 
inadequate  data,  and  do  not  provide  the  decisionmaker  or  the 
public  a  clear  basis  for  choice  among  alternatives  (NEPA  40  CFR 
1502.14)     Choice  of  any  of  the  three  alternatives  except  "no  action" 
would  have  significant  adverse  impacts  upon  natural  resources.    In 
some  cases  these  impacts  are  not  comparable;  for  example,  impacts 
to  wild  horses  and  tule  elk  cannot  be  measured  against  eachother, 
as  they  have  been  done  (p.90).     Data  is  lacking  to  support 
conclusions  made;  it  cannot  truthfully  be  stated  that  impacts  to 
wildlife,  sensitive  plants  and  other  resources  are  "less"  for  one 
alternative  than  another,  when  the  necessary  site-specific  studies 
have  not  been  completed  (p.89-90,  206-210}     The  "no  action" 
alternative  has  not  been  fairly  considered,  nor  have  the  impacts  of 
such  been  properly  identified.    The  Bureau  and  the  Forest  Service 
are  to  be  reminded  that  the  public  overwhelmingly  supports  the 
"no  action"  alternative. 

The  fragmented  nature  of  the  study  minimizes  and  obscures 
potentially  significant  impacts  of  the  corridor  eastward  of  the  study 
areas,  and  through  the  Owens  Valley.    We  focus  here  on  potential 
impacts  east  of  Soldier  Canyon,  being  the  preferred  alternative. 
The  extended  route  through  Soldier  Canyon  has  to  potential  to 
significantly  impact:  archaeological  resources;  visual  values;  mule 
deer  migration  corridors;  a  proposed  bighorn  sheep  reintroduction 
site;  raptor  populations;  the  wetlands  associated  with  Deep  Springs 
Lake;  habitat  for  the  black  toad  and  the  snowy  plover,  both 
candidates  for  federal  threatened/endangered  species  status;  the 
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Columbus  Salt  Marsh,  Tonopah  Resource  Area.  BLM;  and  wilderness 
values  associated  with  Wilderness  Study  Areas  in  the  California 
Desert  Conservation  Area,  Ridgecrest  Resource  Area,  BLM  (see 
following  letters  and  memos:  Acting  Area  Manager,  Ridgecrest  to 
Area  Manager,  Bishop,  1/1/90;  Area  Manager,  Tonopah  to  Area 
Manager,  1/5/90;  Area  Manager,  Bishop  to  Area  Manager, 
Ridgecrest,  with  map  showing  potential  bighorn  sheep 
reintroduction  site,  12/21/89;  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
to  Dennis  Martin,  3/22/90). 

The  fragmented  study  blatantly  violates  the  dictates  of  the 
NEPA,  40  CFR  1508.25,  which  states  that  agencies,  in  evaluating  the 
scope  of  an  EIS,  "shall  consider"  actions  which  may  be  (1)  "connected 
actions",  (2)  "cumulative  actions"  and  (3)  "similar  actions".    The 
length  of  corridor  studied  clearly  meets  all  of  these  criteria, 
depending  upon  the  larger  action  for  its  justification.  .  The  NEPA 
directs  agencies  to  analyse  such  actions  in  one  EIS  "when  the  best 
way  to  assess  adequately  the  combined  impacts  of  similar  actions 
or  reasonable  alternatives  to  such  actions  is  to  treat  them  in  a 
single  impact  statement"  (id). 

The  only  manner  in  which  to  adequately  assess  the 
cumulative  impacts  of  the  proposed  corridor  study  is  to  study  its 
entire  length.    Friends  of  the  Inyo  therefore  strongly  recommends 
choice  of  the  "No  Action"  Alternative  by  the  Bureau  and  the  Iny6 
National  Forest.     If  the  proponents  must  continue  to  push  this 
unsavory  proposal  upon  the  public  lands  users  and  the  residents  of 
the  eastern  Sierra,  then  the  issue  must  be  dealt  with  in  a  separate 
EIS  that  considers  fully  the  implications  of  the  proposal  from  source 
to  finish.    The  corridor  is  of  sufficient  scope,  having  impacts  well 
outside  the  Resource  Area  and  the  Inyo  National  Forest,  to 
necessitate  a  full-blown  EIS. 

Please  see  further  comments  on  the  transmission  line  corridor 
in  our  specific  comments  (re  RMP,  p.23,  30-31,  39,  49-50,  89-90,  162- 
171,  206-210).     Also,  enclosed  is  additional  information  detailing  the 
importance  of  an  unspoiled  Deep  Springs  Valley  to  the  public, 
wildlife  and  plant  fightings  in  Deep  Springs  Valley,  information  on 
the  Berman  Bill,  and  a  press  release  (11/2/90)  detailing  a  new  source 
of  electricity  for  LADWP  and  their  commitment  to  "alternative 
energy  sources  and  improving  the  environment". 

Compliance  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 

The  RMP  and  EIS  fail  to  comply  with  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  in  many  respects: 
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1      The  draft  RMP  and  EIS  violate  40  CFR  1502.9(a).     The  lack  of  data 
provided  in  -the  draft,  and  the  poor  organisation  throughout 
obscure"  potentially  significant  impacts  and  "preclude  meaningful 
analysis"  by  the  public  and  other  agencies. 

:~j      The  presentation  of  alternatives  including  the  proposed  action  is 
inadequate.     The  alternatives  should  be  "presented  in  comparative 
form,  thus  sharply  defining  the  issues  and  providing  a  clear  basis 
for  choice  among  options  by  the  decision  maker  and  the  public"  (40 
CFR  1502.14)      The  cornparision  of  alternatives  (Table  2-2,  p. 92-113)  is 
random  and  disorganised,  and  conclusions  are  unsubstantiated. 

3.  The  power  line  corridor  alternatives  are  not  "rigorously 
explore(d)  and  objectively  evaluate(d)"  (40  CFR  1502.14(a)). 
selection  of  Soldier  Canyon  as  the  preferred  alternative  is  without 
strong  rationale  and  therefore  appears  prejudicial.     The  "no  action" 
alternative  is  not  fully  explored.     Other  reasonable  alternatives 
"not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  lead  agency"  are  not  explored  (40 
CFR  1502.14(c) 

4.  The  range  of  alternatives  with  regard  to  proposed  mineral 
withdrawls  is  inadequate.    All  "reasonable"  alternatives  must  be 
"rigorously  explore(d)  and  objectively  evaluated)"  (40  CFR  1502.14(a)). 
Certainly  there  is  a  reasonable  range  of  alternatives  between  the 
h,900  acres  and  30,000  acres  proposed  for  mineral  withdrawl  (p. 37) 
that  can  and  must  be  considered  in  the  RMP  and  HS. 

5.  The  range  of  alternatives  with  regard  to  revocation  of 
watershed  withdrawls  is  inadequate.     All  "reasonable"  alternatives 
must  be  "rigorously  explore(d)  and  objectively  evaluated)"  (40  CFR 
1502.14(a)).     Certainly  there  is  a  reasonable  range  of  alternatives 
between  the  wholesale  revocation  and  no  revocation  of  withdrawls 
proposed,  including  exploration  of  other  options., 

6.  Unless  data  can  be  provided  that  supports  the  same  levels  of 
grazing  under  all  alternatives,  the  range  of  alternatives  relative  to 
stocking  levels,  utilisation  rates,  and  seasons  of  use  is  inadequate 
(40  CFR  1502.14(a)). 

7.  The  "environmental  effects  of  alternatives  including  the 
proposed  action",  upon  which  the  comparisions  of  alternatives  are 
based,  are  not  adequately  discussed  (1502.16(d)).     Data  to  support 
conclusions  made  are  not  provided.     The  discussion  of  impacts  is  so 
general  as  to  be  meaningless  relative  to  proposed  actions. 

3      Conservation  potential  of  the  "no  action"  alternative  for  the 
transmission  line  corridor  alternative  is  not  discussed  (40  CFR 
1502  16(e)). 

9  "Means  to  mitigate  adverse  environmental  impacts"  of  the 
preferred  alternative  (with  the  exception  of  the  transmission  line 
corridor)  are  not  discussed  (40  CFR  1502.16(h)). 

10  The  RMP  and  EIS  do  not  properly  disclose  that  incomplete  or 
unavaiiabe  information  exists  relevant  to  DPC's  and  the 
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(a)  For  the  transmission  line  corridor,  "the  information  relevant  to 
adverse  impacts  is  essential  to  a  reasoned  choice  among 
alternatives  . .  and  the  overall  costs  of  obtaining  it  are  not 
exorbitant"  (emphasis  added).     The  site-specific  information  relevant 
to  wildlife,  sensitive  plants  and  archaeological  resources  must  be 
obtained  for  all  alternatives  before  rational  choice  of  a  preferred 
alternative  can  be  made.     The  costs  of  obtaining  the  necessary 
information  are  included  in  the  EIS  to  be  ultimately  prepared  (RMP 
p.90)  and  are  therefore  not  exorbitant.  (40  CFR  1502.22(a)). 

(b)  The  DPC  concept  is  based  on  "scientific  uncertainty".     Therefore  a 
"worst  case  analysis  and  an  indication  of  the  probability  or 
improbability  of  its  occurrence"  must  be  included  in  the  EIS  (40  CFR 
1502  22(b)) 

11.  Methodologies  used  to  prepare  DPC  definitions  are  not  included 
in  the  RMP/EIS,  as  per  the  requirements  of  40  CFR  1502.24.  The 
Bureau  should  "identify  any  methodologies  used  and  (shall)  make 
explicit  reference  by  footnote  to  the  scientific  and  other  sources 
relied  upon  for  conclusions  in  the  statement." 

12.  The  scope  of  the  transmission  line  corridor  study  is  woefully 
inadequate  under  the  NEPA  (40  CFR  1508.25).     The  corridor  study 
and  analysis  has  been  highly  fragmented,  thereby  minimizing  the 
possible  significance  of  impacts  upon  the  human  environment.    The 
length  of  corridor  studied  is  connected  to,  cumulative  with  and 
similar  to  the  remainder  of  the  proposed  corridor  not  studied  in 
this  document.     The  agency  "should... analyze  these  actions  in  the 
same  impact  statement... when  the  best  way  to  assess  adequately 
the  combined  impacts  of  similar  actions  or  reasonable  alternatives 
to  such  actions  is  to  treat  them  in  a  single  impact  statement"  (40 
CFR  1502.25(aX3))  (emphasis  added). 

13.  The  RMP  and  EIS  fail  to  adequately  assess  potentially 
significant  impacts  to  federal  threatened,  endangered  and  candidate 
species  and  their  habitat.    The  cumulative  severity  of  impacts  to 
specific  species  and  their  habitats  must  be  analyzed  (40  CFR 
1508.27(b)(9)). 

Please  see  our  specific  comments  for  further  discussion  of 
these  issues. 

Conclusion 

The  RMP  is  so  confusing  in  its  layout  that  it  is  difficult  to 
assess  the  cumulative  significance  of  implementation  of  the  plan  on 
the  environment      There  are  also  numerous  apparent 
contradictions  throughout  the  plan,  and  data  is  lacking  to  support 
many  of  the  conclusions  made     Alternative  3,  the  "Natural 
Resource  Enhancement"  Alternative,  appears  to  be  the  most 
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environmentally  sound  alternative,  but  there  are  fundamental 
defects  ■within  the  plan  that  make  it  hard  to  support  any  one 
alternative 

Due  to  the  fundamental  defects  in  the  RMP  and  EIS,  we 
recommend  that  you  consider  several  options:  reissuing  a  draft  for 
public  review  and  comment  or  issuing  a  draft  supplement  to  the 
RMP  and  EIS  which  provides  the  voluminous  amount  of 
information  lacking  (40  CFR  1502.9(a)&(c)).     In  this  way,  the  public 
and  other  agencies  can  make  meaningful  comment  as  per  the 
requirements  of  the  NEPA,  and  the  decision  maker  can  be  provided 
a  "clear  basis  for  choice"  among  alternatives  (40  CFR  1502.14). 

We  appreciate  what  we  believe  are  some  excellent  intentions 
by  the  Bishop  Resource  Area  to  plan  proactively  for  the  many 
conflicting  demands  on  Bureau  lands,  and  the  hard  work  that  the 
staff  has  put  into  preparing  this  document.     Thank  you  very  much 
for  considering  our  comments.    Please  contact  us  if  we  may  offer 
any  clarification  of  our  comments.     Please  keep  us  informed  on  the 
progress  of  the  RMP  and  EIS.     Thank  you. 


Sincerely, 

4etJJn  VU11l< 


Sally  Millar 
for  Friend 
Box  22 
Lee  Vining,  CA 


f  the  Inyo 


93541 


cc:      Mike  Prather,  Chair,  Friends  of  the  Inyo 

Natural  Resources  Defense  Council,  Johanna  Wald 
The  Wilderness  Society,  Mike  Gonella 
California  Wilderness  Coalition,  Jim  Eaton 

enclosures: 

-  "Corporations  to  Cut  Pollution  By  Curbing  Use  of  Electricity",  San 
Francisco  Chronicle,  1/16/91. 

-  "State  Begins  3  Studies  On  Risks  of  Electromagmetic  Radiation", 
Los  Angeles  Times,  1/16/91 

-  "Utility  Corridor  Bill  Again  Before  Congress",  newsletter  of. Friends 
of  Nevada  Wilderness,  July/August,  1990 

-  "House  OK's  Swap  of  Santa  Monicas  Land  for  Site  in  Nevada",  Los 
Angeles  Times,  fall,  1990 

-  "DWP  Moves  Forward  With  Alternative  Energy  Options",  Press 
Release,  November  2,  1990 
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-  "Birding  at  Deep  Springs  Valley",  Emilie  Strauss,  The  Survivor- 
Quarterly  Journal  of  Desert  Survivors,  Fall,  1990 

-  "Final  Field  Trip  for  1990",  Carla  Scheidlinger,  newsletter  of  the 
Bristlecone  Chapter,  California  Native  Plant  Society,  November,  1990 

-  maps  deliniating  WSA's  CA-010-060B  and  CA -010-075. 
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Specific  Comments 

Chapter  I  -  Introduction 

p. 19,  Purpose  and  Need.     The  RMP  notes  that  the  existing  land  use 
plans  have  been  updated.    Has  this  happened  by  plan 
amendments?    Please  include  a  summary  of  any  plan  amendments 
that  were  enacted  to  update  the  IvIFP's,  and  that  will  be 
incorporated  into  the  RMP.    An  Appendix  would  be  an  appropriate 
place  to  provide  this  information.     Also,  please  list  the  "sixteen 
major  proposals  not  in  conformance  with  the  IvIFP's"  (p.19)  that 
would  have  required  plan  amendments  and  which  helped  to  drive 
preparation  of  this  RMP. 

p. 23,  Recreation.    Regarding  the  statement  that  "When  visual 
restrictions  affect  development,  the  developer's  cost  increases."     The 
BLM  owes  no  developer  any  favors.     Development  of  public  land,  it 
can  be  argued,  is  a  privilege,  not  a  right.    Under  the  multiple  use 
guidelines  of  FLPMA,  mineral  and  other  resource-extractive  uses 
are  given  no  more  precedence  than  are  resource  protection  values 
(see  Sec.  102(aX8)  vs.  Sec.  102(a)(12».     This  biased  statement  should 
be  eliminated  from  the  final  RMP/EIS. 

p. 23,  Land  Ownership  and  Authorisations.     Re  the  statement  that 
there  is  considerable  demand  for  transmission  line  routes  other 
than  "via  Las  Vegas",  the  BLM  should  be  aware  that  any 
justification  of  demand  (either  for  system  reliability  or  additional 
power)  is  in  contradiction  with  a  current  legislative  proposal  being 
pushed  by  LADWP  (one  of  the  major  proponents  of  the  corridor 
proposed  in  the  RMP)  to  authorise  a  new  powerline  corridor  and 
land  acquisitions  through  the  Las  Vegas  area  (the  Berman  Bill). 

p. 25,  re  Habitat  Management  Plans  (HMP's).     Please  define  this  in 
your  glossary.     Under  what  conditions  or  for  what  species  are 
HMP's  prepared? 

p.25,  re  OHV  designations.     How  does  the  decision  in  the  RMP  to 
''establish  formal  OHV  designations  for  all  resource  area  lands" 
interface  with  the  ongoing  BLM-USFS  update  of  the  1977 
Interagency  OHV  Plan  and  with  0RV  use  on  lands  in  the  Bodie  Hills 
which  were  not  included  in  that  plan?    What  exactly  do  you  mean 
by  this  statement?    Specific  designations  of  areas  for  ORV  use 
(dispersed,  developed,  seasonal  closures,  etc.)  cannot  be  made  until 
siteTspecific  analysis  of  all  Resource  Area  lands  has  been  completed. 
Because  the  Bureau  and  the  Forest  Service  are  in  the  midst  of 
their  planning  processes  for  ORV  use,  and  the  necessary 
environmental  analysis  has  not  been  completed,  with  full  public 
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involvement,  this  decision  should  be  dropped.     It  will  be  necessary 
for  the  BLIvI  and  the  Forest  Service  to  "establish  formal  OHV 
designations"  and  to  consider  cumulative  impacts  of  ORV  use  on  the 
public  lands  in  the  eastern  Sierra,  but  these  decisions  and  analyses 
must  be  completed  in  the  update  of  the  Interagency  OHV  Plan. 

Area  Manager's  Guidelines 

p.26,  *1.    We  commend  the  BLM  for  prioritising  the  maintenance  of 
healthy  vegetative  communities,  ■which  are  essential  to  a  healthy 
ecosystem.     It  is  stated  that  DPC's  "represent  the  plan's  resolution 
of  conflicting  uses  of  the  vegetation."     When  a  conflict  arises,  which 
will  receive  priority  -  DPC  goals  or  the  "conflicting  use"?    This 
guideline  needs  to  be  clarified  and  strengthened  (see  comments 

;  •  ,-.w). 

p.26,  *2.    This  guideline  appears  to  give  precedence  to  maintenance 
of  DPC's  over  livestock  practices,  for  which  the  BLM  is  to  be 
heartily  commended.     However,  it  is  arbitrarily  worded  and  needs 
to  be  strenghtened  to  say  that  vegetative  goals  ■will  be  given 
preference  in  relation  to  livestock  forage  needs. 

p.26,  *3.    Again  we  commend  you  for  what  appears  to  be  a 
proposal  to  give  priority  to  management  of  mule  deer  over 
activities  that  could  be  detrimental  to  the  winter  range.    However 
the  qualifier  "generally"  effectively  moots  the  entire  guideline. 
Who  determines  "generally"?    The  current  Area  Manager  might 
have  one  interpretation  of  the  word  but  ensuing  Area  Managers 
might  have  a  different  definition  of  what  constitutes  "generally". 
These  guidelines  should  be  able  to  stand  the  test  of  time,  i.e. 
arbitrary  language  should  be  avoided. 

p  26,  *5.     What  is  meant  by  "to  the  extent  practical"?    Again,  this 
is  a  worthy  goal  but  the  arbitrary  language  needs  to  be  removed 
in  order  clarify  the  guideline.       In  the  example  of  a  mining  proposal 
that  could  significantly  affect  a  riparian  area,  the  proponent  might 
argue  that  maintenance  or  restoration  of  the  area  is  not 
"practical".     More  specific  and  stringent  language  is  needed  to 
prevent  conflicting  interpretations. 

I  p  27,  *8.     Please  see  comments  on  guideline  *3  re  use  of  the  word 
I  "generally". 

p. 27,  »9.    The  BLM  must  detail  all  existing  amendments  to  the 
MFP's  that  are  incorporated  into  the  RMP  (as  in  this  case)  so  that 
the  public  is  fully  informed  of  the  implications  of  the  amendments. 
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p.27,  *10.     If  possible,  the  BLM  should  also  include  in  the  document 
a  summary  of  those  plans  whose  goals  and  action  items  are 
incorporated  into  the  RMP. 

p.27,  *12.  Please  see  comments  above  on  ORV  use  (RMP,  p. 25). 

p.27,  *22.     Is  this  guideline  truly  enforceable?    We  question  how 
visual  management  objectives  -will  be  given  priority  over  valid 
existing  mineral  rights. 

p,27,  re  water  and  soil.     Water  quality  and  quantity,  and  condition 
of  soils  are  critical  resources  on  the  Resource  Area  and  should  be 
addressed  in  the  RMP,  as  was  done  for  the  Inyo  National  Forest 
Land  and  Resource  Management  Plan  (1988).     The  discussion  of 
water  quality  on  page  129  of  the  RMP  certainly  suggests  that  water 
quality  in  particular  is  a  significant  issue. 

p  30,  ACEC's.     It  would  be  helpful  if  you  listed  in  this  section  the  ten 
areas  that  meet  the  criteria  for  potential  ACEC's,  and  the  seven 
ACEC's  recommended  in  your  preferred  alternative.     Also,  we  have 
not  been  able  to  find  acreages  for  the  proposed  ACEC's.     Please  list 
acreages  for  all  proposed  ACEC's  in  all  alternatives  in  your  final 
RMP/EIS. 

p. 30,  Transmission  Line  Corridor.     In  the  final  RMP,  please  detail 
the  "brief  studies"  of  logical  corridor  extensions  that  have  been 
completed  by  adjacent  BLM  jurisdictions,  and  that  "ensure  the 
extentions  are  tentatively  feasible"      Please  also  provide  maps 
which  depict  the  "logical  corridor  extensions"  on  adjacent 
jurisdictions. 

The  Soldier  Canyon  corridor  study  area  encompasses  a  2,055 
acre  section  of  the  Paiute  Section  202  WSA  (CA-010-060B).     The 
adjacent  Forest  Service  Paiute  Roadless  Area  (RARE  II  *5060)  was 
designated  a  "Multiple  Use  Area"  in  the  Inyo  National  Forest  Land 
and  Resource  Management  Plan  (1988),  but  adequate  study  of  the 
adjoining  Section  202  WSA  was  never  completed  (please  see 
comments  under  "Wilderness  Study  Areas",  and  also  letters  of  Sally 
Miller  to  Mike  Ferguson  dated  March  19,  1990  and  May  I,  1990,  in 
Bishop  Resource  Area  files).     It  also  appears  that  the  Queen  Valley 
corridor  study  area  might  encompass  a  section  of  the  White 
Mountain  Section  202  WSA  (CA-010-075),  though  this  is  much 
harder  to  ascertain  from  the  map  because  the  WSA  is  much 
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smaller  than  CA-010-060B.       Maps  are  enclosed  deliniating  the 
Section  202  WSA's  in  question.     These  maps  were  obtained  from 
Joe  Pollini  at  the  Bishop  Resource  Area  office  in  early  summer, 
1990. 

The  Bureau  has  pledged  to  address  these  Section  202  WSA's  "in 
a  separate  review  process  outside  this  plan"  (p. 24).     Therefore,  no 
consideration  of  a  Soldier  Canyon  alternative  (and  possible  a  Queen 
Valley  alternative)  can  legally  occur  until  this  review  process  has 
been  completed. 

Please  explain  why  the  Inyo  National  Forest  is  issuing  a 
separate  Record  of  Decision  for  the  powerline  corridor  portion  of  the 
RMP/EIS.     This  to  us  only  demonstrates  further  that  this  study 
does  not  logically  belong  in  the  body  of  the  RIYIP. 

Chapter  II  -  Alternatives 

p. 36,  Recreation/Trails.     In  the  preferred  alternative,  "4-WD  route 
connectors  are  proposed".     How  does  this  interface  with 
development  of  the  interagency  OHV  Plan,  the  High  Desert  ORV 
Plan,  or  with  development  of  an  ORV  management  plan  in  the 
Bodie  Hills?    The  RMP  is  not  the  arena  for  validation  of  new  route 
connectors.     No  new  route  connectors  can  be  proposed  until  site- 
specific  analysis  in  the  appropriate  documents  has  been  completed 
for  these  areas 

p. 36,  re  DPC  acres      The  Bureau  states  that  with  DPC  treatment  in 
Alternatives  3  and  4  there  will  be  "special  protection  for  several 
endangered  or  sensitive  species".     We  point  out  that  protection  for 
endangered  species  is  mandated  by  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 
Protection  of  endangered  species  is  not  a  "perk"  of  an  alternative, 
but  a  requirement  of  law. 

p. 37,  Minerals.     How,  under  the  Present  Management  Alternative, 
are  30,000  acres  of  land  proposed  for  withdrawl  from  mining,  yet 
under  the  Preferred  Alternative,  which  is  supposed  to  afford  better 
resource  protection,  only  1,900  acres  are  proposed  for  withdrawl? 
How  also  can  proposals  for  mineral  withdrawl  be  the  same  under 
the  Present  Management  Alternative  and  the  Natural  Resources 
Enhancement  Alternative? 

p. 38,  Alternatives  Eliminated  From  Detailed  Study,  re  alternatives 
dealing  with  levels  of  use  in  certain  grazing  allotments.     The  BLM 
states  that  "current  decisions  from  the  Benton-Owens  Valley  and 
Bodie-Coleville  Grazing  EIS's  allow  changes  based  upon  monitoring  of 
the  resource"  as  justification  for  not  considering  a  range  of 
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alternatives  with  respect  to  levels  of  use      We  reiterate  that  these 
EIS's  are  nearly  ten  years  old,  that  the  RMP  does  not  disclose  the 
results  of  monitoring  data  collected  over  the  past  ten  years,  and 
that  if  this  data  were  disclosed  as  per  the  requirements  of  NEPA 
and  the  BLM  Manual  (Sec.1618),  we  believe  that  it  would  clearly 
point  out  the  need  for  revision  of  stocking  levels  (AUM's)  and 
utilization  rates  on  many  allotments  in  the  Resource  Area. 

p.39,  *4  ("South  of  the  Soldier  Canyon  Alternative").     The  RMP 
dismisses  alternative  *4  due  to  the  existence  of  WSA's  "on  the  east 
side  of  the  Invos".     The  RMP  must  disclose  that  the  Soldier  Canyon 
alternative  will  adversely  affect  a  Section  202  WSA  (see  above),  and 
has  the  potential  to  affect  BLM  WSA's  and  Forest  Service  "Semi- 
primitive  Recreation"  (Rx  *17)  areas  when  the  logical  extension  of 
the  corridor  is  considered  through  Deep  Springs  Valley,  White 
Mountain  City  and/or  the  Piper  Mountain  WSA.     The  BLM  goes 
well  outside  the  limited  geographic  scope  of  the  three  study  areas 
in  the  RMP  (i.e.,  east  side  of  the  Inyo  Mountains,  in  the  Ridgecrest 
Resource  Area)  when  attempting  to  justify  not  choosing  a  certain 
alternative. 

Resource  Area-Wide  Alternatives 

Note:  Many  of  our  comments  in  this  section  apply  to  more  than 
one  alternative.     We  will  not  duplicate  comments  that  apply  to 
more  than  one  section  that  were  previously  stated. 

p. 43-46,  Alternative  3,  Decisions. 

-We  support  prohibition  of  groundwater  pumping  on  all  federal 
lands  in  order  to  protect  the  unique  natural  resources  of  our  public 
lands.  Please  explain  BLM's  authority  to  prohibit  this  activity. 

-  We  support  emphasis  on  managing  for  dispersed  recreation 
opportunities.     However,  management  for  optimum  vegetation  and 
wildlife  habitat  for  game  and  non-game  species  should  take  priority 
over  management  for  recreation. 

-  We  strongly  support  seasonal  closures  of  roads  and  trails  in  the 
Resource  Area  to  vehicle  (and  other)  use,  to  protect  wildlife  habitat. 
We  also  support  permanent  closures  of  roads  where  vegetation, 
wildlife  or  fisheries  are  threatened. 

-  Yearlong  protection  of  sensitive  (plant  and  animal)  species 
habitats  should  be  a  given  for  all  alternatives  and  not  a  "perk"  of 
Alternative  3.     When  a  species  is  declared  "sensitive",  the  goal  is  to 
prevent  it  from  becoming  threatened  or  endangered,  therefore  year 
round  protection  of  habitat  for  sensitive  species  is  a  must. 

-  In  Alternative  3,  you  propose  "yearlong  protection  of  candidate 
and°listed  species  habitats".     Under  the  Endangered  Species  Act, 
protection  of  threatened,  endangered,  and  candidate  species  is 
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mandated  until  that  species  is  removed  from  the  list      This 
"decision"  must  be  a  given,  under  lav/,  for  all  alternatives.  It  should 
be  clearly  stated  in  the  Area  Manager's  Guidelines  or  a  "general 
policy  guidelines"  section. 

-  We  support  yearlong  (i.e.  permanent)  protection  of  riparian  and 
streamside  habitats  by  instituting  a  buffer  around  these  sensitive 
areas.     Are  you  recommending  a  150  buffer  on  each  side  or  a  150 
foot  total  (i.e.  75  feet  each  side)  buffer?    We  recommend  a 
minimum  150  foot  buffer  on  each  side  of  all  sensitive  areas.  Again, 
this  "decision"  should  be  incorporated  into  the  Area  Manager's 
Guidelines.     It  is  much  more  specific  than  the  wording  on  p. 26,  *4, 
and  -would  provide  a  better  guideline  for  management  of  the 
Resource  Area. 

-  What  is  meant  by  "articicial  soils  alteration  rating"?    What  is 
meant  by  "bank  protection  rating"?    These  terms  need'  to  be 
defined  in  the  glossary. 

-  Given  the  poor  condition  of  range  in  the  Resource  Area,  we 
question  the  livestock  utilisation  rate  of  602.    We  believe  that 
utilisation  rates  need  to  be  reexamined  in  this  plan. 

-Re  the  "decision"  to  "prohibit  livestock  grazing  on  Bureau  land 
outside  of  the  existing  allotment  boundaries."    Isn't  this  a  given?    If 
portions  of  the  Resource  Area  are  not  covered  by  existing 
allotments,  we  would  assume  that  gra2ing  naturally  would  not  be 
a  legal  option  in  that  area. 

p. 46,  Alternative  5,  Support  Needs.     We  concur  that  timely 
completion  of  the  Interagency  OHV  Plan  is  a  necessary  component 
of  management  of  BLM  lands  in  our  area.     We  believe  that 
completion  of  an  0RV  Plan  for  the.Bodie  Hills  is  equally  essential. 
We  question  development  of  this  latter  plan  through  the  CRMP 
process.    The  CRMP  process  is  an  unknown  to  many  members  of 
the  public  who  have  a  keen  interest  in  management  of  this  area. 
Development  of  an  0RV  Plan  for  the  Bodie  Hills  must  be  subject  to 
full  public  involvement  and  the  NEPA  process.     An  EA,  or  an  EIS  if 
a  rigorous  analysis  is  warranted  through  public  scoping,  is 
mandated.     In  the  introductory  chapter  of  the  final  RMP/EIS,  the 
development  of  the  various  0RV  plans  must  be  briefly  discussed,  as 
these  plans  will  be  tiered  under  this  RMP  and  EIS  (and  the  Inyo 
Forest  Plan)  and  are  an  integral  part  of  Resource  Area 
management. 

p. 4 9 -50.  Alternative  4,  Decisions. 

-  With  regard  to  existing  utility  corridors,  you  state  that  "future 
facilities  in  these  corridors  will  be  allowed  to  exceed  VRM  and 
yearlong  protection  standards."     This  directly  contradicts  your  Area 
Manager's  Guideline  *22  (p. 27)  which  states  that  "Actions  violating 
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VRM  classes  will  not  be  allowed."     If  this  is  indeed  the  case,  then 
what  teeth  at  all  do  your  VRM  standards  (and,  for  that  matter, 
the  Area  Manager's  Guidelines)  have?    Please  correct  or  explain  this 
discrepancy. 

-  Where  is  the  location  of  the  1,900  acres  of  Resource  Area  land 
that  is  proposed  for  mineral  withdrawl  under  the  preferred 
alternative? 

p  50,  Alternative  4,  Support  Needs 

-  We  concur  that  public  education  is  essential  to  protection  of  our 
valuable  public  lands  resources,  and  we  appreciate  the  efforts  of 
the  Bishop  Resource  Area  to  educate  the  public.     However,  we 
would  strongly  prefer  to  see  precious  and  often  inadequate  federal 
funding  for  BLM  programs  spent  on  field  monitoring  of  the 
resources,  rather  than  in  classrooms  and  at  Rotary  Club  meetings. 
Perhaps  development  of  a  teacher's  packet  for  use  in  classrooms, 
and  "information  sheets"  for  the  general  public  are  sufficient  efforts 
at  educational  outreach  in  these  days  of  inadequate  funding. 

p. 50,  Alternative  4,  Rationale. 

There  is  no  rationale  for  designation  of  Soldier  Canyon  as  the 
preferred  utility  corridor  alternative.     Rationale  for  choice  of  Soldier 
Canyon  should  be  included  in  your  rationale  for  the  area-wide 
preferred  alternative,  if  you  do  indeed  consider  the  entire  corridor 
study  as  a  legitimate  part  of  this  plan. 

Alternatives  for  Individual  Management  Areas 

Note:  Many  of  our  comments  in  this  section  apply  to  more  than 
one  Management  Area  (MA)  and/or  alternative  (for  example,  those 
regarding  DPC's,  6075  ground  cover  on  grazed  lands,  etc  ).     We  will 
not  duplicate  comments  that  apply  to  more  than  one  section  that 
were  previously  stated. 

p. 55-56,  Coleville  MA,  Alternative  *3. 
ioe-8<)      |  -  We  support  designation  of  Slinkard  Valley  as  VRM  Class  I 

-  We  support  designation  of  the  Slinkard  ACEC  for  most  of  the  MA 
(as  designated  on  Alternative  3,  Special  Management  Areas  map) 
with  management  priority  given  to  fisheries  and  wildlife  over 
recreation . 

-  We  strongly  support  permanent  protection  of  the  limited  amount 
of  old  growth  habitat  that  exists  in  the  Resource  Area.     Studies 
should  be  completed  to  document  the  existence  of  any  sensitive  or 
state  or  federally  listed  threatened,  endangered  or  candidate  species 
that  are  old  growth  dependent  (i.e.  spotted  owl,  fisher,  Sierra 
Nevada  red  fox,  goshawk,  pine  marten,  etc.)     DPC  management  is 
proposed  for  250  acres  of  old  growth  but  the  RMP  (p. 135)  states  that 
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there  are  about  400  total  acres  of  old  growth  in  this  area.    All  the 
remaining  old  growth  should  be  permanently  preserved,  due  to  its 
limited  occurrence  in  the  Resource  Area.     The  associated 
undisturbed  riparian  stands  should  also  be  permanently  protected. 
As  stated  on  page  135,  "The  old  growth/riparian  stands... are 
considered  to  be  a  unique  vegetation  community/structure  in  the 
eastern  Sierra  due  to  the  undisturbed  anture  of  these  stands."     We 
support  designation  of  this  400+  acre  area  for  permanent  protection 
in  national  ancient  forest  protection  legislation. 

-  It  is  difficuult  to  assess  the  significance  of  your  proposed  DPC 
treatments  when  only  acreages  (not  percentages  also,  of  the  total 
amount  of  each  vegetative  type  for  which  DPC  treatment  is 
proposed)  are  mentioned  and  no  map  eKists  to  show  the  location  of 
proposed  DPC  management.  Please  provide  such  information  in  your 
final  document. 

-  We  question  the  decision  to  "maintain  a  minimum  of  60%  ground 
cover  on  upland  rangelands".     What  is  the  biological  basis  for 
maintenance  of  60%  ground  cover?    Does  maintenance  of  this 
percentage  of  ground  cover  correspond  to  "good",  "fair"  or  "poor" 
condition  of  the  range?    Is  this  directive  incorporated  from  the 
grazing  EIS's,  therefore  you  contend  that  it  is  not  subject  to  debate 
in  your  RMP?    Finally,  if  this  directive  does  not  apply  to  "low 
sagebrush,  big  sagebrush,  crested  wheatgrass  seedlings  where 
wheatgrass  is  the  dominant  plant  by  composition,  pinyon-juniper 
and  south  facing  sagebrush  type",  then  to  what  vegetative 
communities  does  it  apply? 

-  We  strongly  support  prohibition  of  grazing  on  the  Dry  Canyon 
and  Slinkard  Valley  allotments.    Grazing  should  be  disallowed  as 
well  on  any  other  allotments  within  the  ACEC  that  provide  habitat 
for  state  or  federally  listed  T  &  E    (and  candidate)  species. 

p.55,  Coleville  MA,  Support  Needs. 

-  We  are  opposed  to  development  of  trails  in  the  Slinkard  ACEC. 
The  natural  resources  in  this  area  are  so  critical  that  development 
of  trails  might  lead  to  conflicts  between  wildlife  and  habitat 
protection  and  recreational  uses.    In  fact,  the  BLM  acknowledges 
this  on  p. 93  of  the  RMP:   "Habitat  quality  decreased  on  10%  of 
riparian  acres  through  trail  construction  along  Slinkard  Creek 
Tributary  1."    Trails  might  encourage  ORV  and  mountain  bike  use 
in  addition  to  hiking,  which  could  cause  accelerated  erosion  in 
fragile  areas.    The  BLM  recognizes  erosion  and  meadow  degradation 
as  problems  in  Slinkard  and  Little  Antelope  Valleys  (see  Support 
Needs,  p. 56),  and  should  not  facilitate  continuation  of  those 
problems  by  allowing  conflicting  uses.    In  any  event,  consideration 
of  trails  in  the  ACEC  should  be  addressed  in  the  management  plan 
for  the  ACEC  and  on  a  site-specific  basis,  not  in  this  document. 
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-  We  support  implementation  of  measures  to  restore  meadows  and 
control  erosion  in  Slinkard  Valley  and  Little  Antelope  Valley,  and 
would  like  to  see  this  be  a  funding  priority 

p. 56-57,  Coleville  MA,  Alternative  *4. 

-  We  note  that  there  is  a  decision  in  Alternative  1  (No  Action)  to 
"Prohibit  construction  of  stream  diversions  on  Bureau  lands  -which 
would  impact  natural  resources"  (p.51).     This  decision  should  be 
added  to  your  preferred  alternative. 

p. 56-57,  Coleville  MA,  Alternative  4,  Rationale. 

We  strongly  support  the  BLM's  emphasis  on  protection  and 
enhancement  of  valuable  fisheries  and  wildlife  habitat  in  this  MA. 
We  believe  that  you  can  attain  your  excellent  goals  for  this  area 
(given  adequate  funding,  of  course)  by  disallowing  grazing  in 
sensitive  areas,  withdrawing  from  locatable  mining  habitats  that 
host  state  or  federally  listed  threatened,  endangered  and  candiate 
plant  and  animal  species,  designating  most  of  the  MA  as  an  ACEC 
and  giving  priority  to  habitat  protection  over  recreation. 

You  acknowledge  the  damage  that  has  occurred  to  natural 
resources  by  "dispersed  uncontrolled  recreation  use".     We  concur 
that  it  is  possible  to  better  manage  that  use  but  we  question 
placing  emphasis  on  increasing  recreation  use  when  damage  has 
already  occurred.     What  kind  of  recreation  do  you  anticipate  for 
this  area?    The  only  recreation  uses  compatible  with  designation  of 
the  Slinkard  ACEC  are  low-impact  dispersed  uses  such  as  hiking, 
fishing,  birding,  wildlife  viewing  and  perhaps  hunting.     Intensive 
vehicle  uses  (including  ORV'ing,  mountain  biking  and  for  hunting 
access)  would  not  be  compatible  with  the  primary  management 
emphasis  for  this  ACEC. 

Finally,  we  question  how  that  "With  more  intensive 
management,  it  will  be  possible  to  both  increase  recreation  use  and 
decrease  the  adverse  impacts"      In  your  final  RMP/EIS,  please  detail 
[low  you  intend  to  achieve  this. 

p. 59-60,  Bridgeport  Valley  MA,  Alternative  3. 

-  We  strongly  support  prohibition  of  grazing  within  the  entire 
Conway  Summit  ACEC,  in  order  to  protect  valuable  riparian  and 
aspen  habitat. 

-  We  are  unsure  of  the  size  of  your  proposed  ACEC  at  Conway 
Summit  but  we  do  not  believe  that  trails  should  be  constructed  in 
the  fragile  riparian,  aspen,  or  meadow  areas  for  recreational  use. 
The  primary  emphasis  on  management  within  this  portion  of  the 
ACEC  should  be  protection  of  habitat.     Protection  of  visual  values  (a 
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priority  of  the  BLM)  is  implicit  if  habitat  is  adequately  protected. 

-  We  support  mineral  wlthdrawls  at  tooth  Conway  Summit  ACEC 
and  Travertine  Hot  Springs  ACEC. 

-  What  threatened  and  endangered  species  habitat  exists  at  the 
proposed  Travertine  Hot  Springs  ACEC?  (p. 59) 

p. 60,  Bridgeport  MA,  Alternative  3,  Support  Weeds. 

-  Is  the  AMP  to  be  developed  for  the  Green  Creek  allotment  tiered 
under  the  grazing  EIS's  for  the  MFP?    If  not,  it  needs  to  be  subject 
to  full  public  scrutiny  in  this  EIS. 

-  As  previously  stated,  we  are  opposed  to  trail  building  in  the 
fragile  riparian,  aspen  and  meadow  communities  at  Conway 
Summit.     Emphasis  in  this  portion  of  the  ACEC  should  be  on 
preservation  of  habitat  (and  visual  values).     One  can  provide  for 
recreational  opportunities  in  this  area  without  building  trails 
through  fragile  ecosystems  that  might  facilitate  damage  to  these 
ecosystems. 

p. 61-62,  Bridgeport  Valley  MA,  Alternative  4,  Rationale. 

We  strongly  support  your  proposal  to  enact  locatable  mineral 
withdrawls  along  Dog  Creek,  Virginia  Creek,  and  at  Travertine  Hot 
Springs.     In  addition,  we  propose  that  Copper  Mountain,  the  Jordan 
Creek  drainage  and  the  area  around  Sinnarnon  Meadows  be 
withdrawn  from  mining  as  well.    These  locales  are  incredibly 
scenic,  are  popular  areas  for  recreation  (mountain  biking  along 
existing  roads,  birding,  cross-country  skiing,  hiking),  and  provide 
important  wildlife  habitat      The  upper  Jordan  Creek  drainage 
enroute  to  Copper  Mountain  contains  a  beautiful  assemblage  of  "old 
growth"  trees  (western  white  pine,  whitebark  pine,  white  fir, 
lodgepole  pine).    The  integrity  of  this  little  known  forest  should  be 
protected  (-we  are  not  sure  if  this  is  National  Forest  or  BLM  land; 
the  area  in  question  appears  to  be  close  to  the  boundary  from 
perusing  the  Toiyabe  map).     A  leasable  mineral  withdraw!  should 
also  be  enacted  at  Travertine  Hot  Springs  ACEC,  as  there  is  high 
geothermal  development  potential  in  this  area  (RMP,  p. 137,  and 
Benton-Owens  Valley,  Bodie-Coleville  FEIS,  Wilderness 
Recommendations,  1987). 

p. 63,  Bodie  Hills  MA,  Alternative  3. 

-  We  support  seller-willing  acquisition  of  private  land  in  the  Bodie 
Hills  that  provides  valuable  wildlife  habitat,  protects  cultural 
resources,  and  facilitates  management  of  the  area. 

-  We  support  restoration  of  streams  in  the  Bodie  Hills  and  think 
this  should  receive  funding  priority.    The  greatest  improvement  to 
quality  of  riparian  and  stream  habitats  will  come  through 
prohibition  of  grazing  in  all  streamside  areas.    Rather  than 
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implement  only  a  bandaid  approach  to  the  problem,  we  urge  the 
BLM  to  eliminate  gra2ing  in  all  riparian  areas. 

-  We  support  prohibition  of  snowmobile  use  in  important  wildlife 
habitat  areas  (i.e.  sage  grouse  wintering  areas).     We  are  concerned 
about  the  potential  effectiveness  of  such  closures.     How  will  the 
areas  be  designated  -  with  signs  around  the  periphery?    How  will 
the  closures  be  enforced?    Will  monitoring  occur  on  a  regular  basis 
to  ensure  that  damage  is  not  occurring? 

-  We  support  ACEC  designation  for  Copper  Mountain,  and 
elimination  of  grazing  within  the  ACEC,  to  protect  valuable  mule 
deer  and  other  wildlife  habitat. 

p  64,  Bodie  Hills  MA,  Alternative  3,  Support  Needs. 

-  We  are  strongly  opposed  to  construction  of  new  trails  or  ORV 
routes  in  the  Bodie  Hills  for  any  type  of  recreation  use.     The  RMP 
states  (p.149)  that  "...recreation  use... has  led  to  route  extension  and 
proliferation.    In  many  cases,  these  uses  have  contributed  to  the 
deterioration  of  riparian  ares  and  other  wildlfie  habitat."    There 
currently  exist  excellent  opportunities  for  dispersed  "wheeled" 
recreation  and  for  horseback  riding  and  hiking  on  existing  roads, 
ways  and  trails.  Regarding  trail  construction  in  particular,  it  should 
be  noted  that  mountain  bike  use  is  incompatible  with  hiking  and 
horseback  riding  -  most  hikers  and  horseback  riders  loathe  sharing 
trails  with  mountain  bikers  due  to  safety  concerns  and  the  type  of 
experience  desired.     Local  mountain  bikers  appear  to  be  content 
with  the  existing  road  and  trail  network.     Given  the  concerns 
regarding  the  deleterious  effects  of  roads  on  wildlife  in  the  Bodie 
Hills,  and  proposals  by  wildlife  biologists  to  close  some  roads,  it  is 
wholly  inappropriate  for  the  BLM  to  propose  construction  of  new 
roads  and  trails  which  could  compound  problems  for  wildlife. 

-  We  concur  that  there  is  a  demand  for  primitive-style  camping  in 
the  Bodie  Hills,  and  support  low-cost  and  low-impact  enhancement 
of  this  type  of  experience. 

-  We  believe  that  regular  water  quality  analyses  should  be  a 
funding  priority  in  the  Bodie  Hills,  in  areas  that  are  impacted  by 
mining  and  grazing  activity.     Furthermore,  rigorous  water  quality 
analyses  should  be  incorporated  into  all  mining  plans  and  grazing 
AMP's. 

p. 64-66,  Bodie  Hills  MA,  Alternative  4. 

-  We  question  how  you  will  maintain  a  VRM  I  standard  of 
preservation  in  the  Bodie  Bowl,  given  valid  existing  rights.     Won't 
valid  existing  rights  have  priority  over  visual  quality  standards? 

-  We  support  closure  of  vehicle  routes  that  impact  important 
wildlife  habitat,  but  are  opposed  to  reroutes  of  existing  routes. 

-  You  propose  to  use  "standards  and  guidelines  to  determine  when 
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unnecessary  and  undue  degradation  occurs"     in  the  National 
Landmark  (p. 65).     Do  you  mean  the  Area  Manager's  Guidelines  (p. 26 
27)  or  other  standards  and  guidelines?     We  note  that  "unnecessary 
and  undue  degradation"  is  defined  (p. 231)  to  include  those  practices 
whose  impacts  are  "greater  than  those  that  would  normally  be 
expected  "    How  do  you  define  what  would  normally  be  expected? 

p. 66,  Bodie  Hills  MA,  Alternative  4,  Support  Needs. 
-  Again,  we  support  your  effort  to  formulate  guidelines  defining 
"unnecessary  and  undue  degradation"  in  the  Bodie  Historic 
Landmark.      This  proposal  should  be  applied  to  all  mining  activity 
within  Section  603  WSA's,  as  mandated  by  FLPMA. 

p. 66,  Bodie  Hills  MA,  Alternative  4,  Rationale. 

As  written,  your  proposal  for  management  of  the  Bodie  Hills 
I-.',  A  will  lead  to  further  degradation  of  natural  resources  in  the 
area,  including  vegetation,  wildlife,  fisheries,  water  quality,  visual 
resources,  and  Wilderness  values.    This  area  has  so  many 
conflicting  major  uses  (recreation,  mining,  grazing  and  wildlife)  that 
it  is  extremely  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  accomodate  them  all. 
Under  FLPMA,  you  are  required  to  generally  manage  equally  for 
protection  of  natural  resource  values  (Sec.  102(aX8))  and  resource 
extractive  uses  (Sec.  102(a)(12)).    However  under  Section  603,  the 
greater  emphasis  is  on  protection  of  natural  resource  values  for 
Wilderness  Study  Area  lands:  "...in  managing  the  public  lands  the 
Secretary  shall  by  regulation  or  otherwise  take  any  action  required 
to  prevent  unnecessary  or  undue  degradation  of  the  lands  and 
their  resources  or  to  afford  environmental  protection"  (Sec.  603(c)). 
You  have  made  some  effort  to  protect  natural  resource  values  in 
your  proposed  action,  but  these  good  intentions  are  negated  by 
proposals  such  as:  constructing  new  roads,  ways  and  trails,  general 
overemphasis  on  recreational  use;  failure  to  propose  any  critical 
habitat  for  withdraw!  from  locatable  mining,  failure  to  allow  the 
grazing  issue  to  be  openly  dealt  with;  and  failure  to  propose  an 
ACEC  designation  for  most  of  the  Bodie  Hills  region,  which  would 
give  equal  emphasis  to  protection  of  natural  resource  values  and 
would  help  to  garner  more  funding  to  protect  this  unique  and 
beautiful  area  of  national  concern. 

Your  statement  regarding  the  Bodie  Bowl  that  "This 
alternative  will  limit  mining  or  other  uses  which  would  diminish 
the  historic  integrity  of  the  National  Landmark.  The  management 
of  the  area  -will  remain  open  to  mining"  is  completely  confusing 
and  seemingly  contradictory.     How  can  you  protect  the  integrity  of 
the  area  while  allowing  the  area  to  remain  open  to  mineral  entry? 
Your  proposal  to  form  specific  guidelines  regarding  what  constitutes 
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"unnecessary  and  undue  degradation"  in  the  Bodie  Bowl  area  might 
help  to  limit  adverse  impacts  caused  by  ongoing  activity  but  will  do 
little  to  prevent  further  appropriation  by  mining  interests  and 
ensuing  battles  over  mining  activity  there.     Further,  we  do  not 
understand  how  your  proposal  for  a  VRM  Class  I  area  in  the  Bodie 
Bowl  can  adequately  protect  the  resource,  given  valid  existing 
rights. 

We  believe  that  there  currently  exist  excellent  opportunities 
in  the  Bodie  Hills  for  a  variety  of  recreational  pursuits  including 
hiking,  birding  camping,  backpacking,  cross-country  skiing,  hunting, 
fishing,  mountain  biking,  ORV  touring,  historical  and  archaeological 
interpretation  and  snowmobiling.    However,  all  types  of  recreation 
should  receive  secondary  management  emphasis  after  habitat 
protection  for  vegetation  and  wildlife.     No  recreational  activities 
should  be  allowed  that  compromise  the  health  of  the  ecosystem 
and  its  inhabitants.     This  is  especially  critical  in  an  area  such  as 
the  Bpdie  Hills,  where  there  exists  potential  for  significant,  adverse 
cumulative  impacts  to  natural  resource  values  through  a  variety 
of  resource  intensive  activities,  most  notably  mining  and  grazing. 

p. 6 8 -6 9,  Granite  Mountain  MA,  Alternative  3. 

-  We  support  your  recreation  management  philosophy  in  this  area. 
Knowing  of  the  need  to  provide  for  dispersed  recreation  in  the 
Resource  Area,  we  believe  that  this  MA  can  better  accomodate  an 
emphasis  on  dispersed  recreation  than  the  Bodie  Hills  or  parts  of 
the  sensitive  Volcanic  Tablelands  region.     We  do  not  support  heavy 
promotion  of  recreation.     Rather  we  believe  that  promotion  of 
recreation  in  this  area  should  be  consistent  with  that  of  the  Forest 
Service's  Comprehensive  Management  Plan  (CMP)  for  the  Mono 
Basin  National  Forest  Scenic  Area  (1989),  which  emphasises  dispersed 
recreation  and  self-discovery  (CMP,  p. 36). 

-  We  strongly  support  your  decision  in  this  alternative  to  allow  no 
net  increase  in  road  mileage  for  this  M.A. 

-  We  believe  that  a  VRM  Class  I  objective  of  preservation  for  the 
Mono  Basin  is  consistent  with  the  Forest  Service's  direction  to 
protect  the  outstanding  visual  qualities  of  the  Scenic  Area. 

-  We  believe  that  your  goals  to  stabilise  Adobe  Creek  and  to 
enhance  waterfowl  habitat  in  the  Adobe  Valley  area  are  excellent, 
however  we  cannot  imagine  any  substantial  improvements  in 
habitat  quality  in  this  area  without  heavy  modification  of  grazing 
practices.     This  area  should  receive  funding  priority  for  habitat 
improvements  in  conjunction  with  a  reduction  in  AUM's  and 
modification  of  grazing  practices. 

-  What  is  meant  by  "selective  removal  of  decadent  vegetation"?  In 
what  area  is  this  proposed?    We  are  opposed  to  intensive  vegetation 
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manipulation  and  especially  to  use  of  herbicides      A  "let  bum" 
policy  is  perhaps  the  best  way  to  "manipulate"  "decadent" 

vegetation.  .  *«.«_»,,« 

-  What  is  meant  by  "yearlong  protection  within  1   mile  of  the  Mono 
Basin  National  Forest  Scenic  Area  to  protect  the  veiwshed"? 
Yearlong  protection  of  what? 

-  We  support  prohibition  of  grazing  in  any  allotments  to  improve 
wildlife  habitat.     However,  a  map  deliniating  allotments  is  needed 
so  we  know  exactly  what  we  are  supporting.     We  note  that  there 
is  no  mention  of  a  Larkin  Lake  allotment  in  Appendix  5  (p.265). 
Where  is  this  allotment?    Is  it  tiered  under  the  MFP's  or  is  it  a 
new  allotment?    Has  it  been  previously  covered  m  an  EIS? 

-  We  strongly  support  protection  of  the  Jeffrey  pines  and  habitat 
along  Dry  Creek. 

p.69,  Granite  Mountain  MA,  Support  Needs. 

-  Please  define  "scenic  easement"  in  your  glossary. 

-  We  support  acquisition  of  private  land  to  protect  habitat  and 
other  values     In  particular,  we  support  acquisition  of  Black  Lake 
and  the  Conway  Ranch  property. 

p  69-70    Granite  Mountain  MA,  Alternative  4. 

I  -  The  statement  "No  net  increase  in  roads  over  mileage  provided 
|  for  in  OHV  studies"  should  be  added  to  you  preferred  alternative. 

p.70-71.  Granite  Mountain  MA,  Alternative  4,  Rationale. 

We  support  your  management  philosophy  for  Alternative  3 
over  your  preferred  mangement  philosophy  for  this  area.     VRM 
classes  of  II  (retention)  and  III  (partial  retention)  for  the  MA  will  not 
adequately  protect  the  outstanding  visual  resources  of  the  MA  If  no 
restrictions  are  placed  on  locatable  and  leasable  mineral 
development      We  support  locatable  mineral  withdrawls  in  Adobe 
Valley    at  Granite  Mountain,  and  within  the  Mono  Basin.     We 
support  a  leasable  mineral  withdrawl  (i.e.  a  3  mile  buffer  against 
geothermal  development)  around  the  Mono  Basin  National  Forest 
Scenic  Area  to  protect  visual  quality  and  water  resources.     Goals  to 
improve  key  wildlife  habitat  are  laudable  but  only  constitute  a 
"bandaid  approach"  If  not  complemented  by  reductions  and 
modifications  in  graEing  practices 

Knowing  of  the  need  to  provide  for  dispersed  recreation  in  the 
Resource  Area,  we  believe  that  this  MA  can  better  accomodate  an 
emphasis  on  dispersed  recreation  than  the  Bodie  Hills  or  parts  of 
the  sensitive  Volcanic  Tablelands  region.     We  do  not  support  heavy 
promotion  of  recreation.    Rather  we  believe  that  promotion  of 
recreation  in  this  area  should  be  consistent  with  that  of  the  Forest 
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Service's  Comprehensive  Management  Plan  for  the  Mono  Basin 
National  Forest  Scenic  Area  (1989),  which  emphasises  dispersed 
recreation  and  self-discovery  (CMP,   p. 36). 

p  72,  Long  Valley  MA,  Alternative  3. 

We  strongly  support  the  management  philosophy  of 
Alternative  3  for  this  MA,  with  its  primary  emphasis  on  protection 
of  habitat  for  sensitive  plants  and  wildlife,  and  a  secondary 
emphasis  on  recreation  and  geothermal  development.     We  are 
opposed  to  development  of  trails  for  mountain  biking,  given  the 
large  network  of  roads  that  exists  in  this  area.     We  are  also 
strongly  opposed  to  intensive  promotion  of  hot  tub  use.     As  stated 
on  page  135  of  the  RMP,  "Recreational  use  of  thermal  springs... also 
degrades  meadow  habitat  conditions"  (in  addition  to  the  springs 
themselves).     This  has  already  occurred  (p. 155).     And,  as  noted  in 
the  Comparative  Impacts  of  Alternatives  by  Management  Area 
table  (p  105),  "'Hot  tub'  use  would  degrade  habitat  at  1-6  springs." 
Where  endemic,  sensitive,  threatened  or  endangered  species  are 
concerned,  this  is  an  unacceptable  impact. 

p. 73-74,  Long  Valley  MA,  Alternative  4. 

This  area  hosts  critical  habitat  for  many  plant  and  animal 
species  including  sage  grouse,  mule  deer,  diving  beetle,  Owens  tui 
chub,  Owens  speckled  dace.  Great  Basin  springsnail.  Astragalus 
iohannis  howelli.  Erigonum  ampullaceum.  and  Astragalus 


monoensis.     The  Long  Valley  MA  also  provides  critical  habitat  for 
waterfowl  and  raptors,  including  the  bald  eagle  and  other  sensitive 
avian  species.     Increased  and  intensive  recreation  use,  as  proposed 
in  Alternative  4,  has  already  adversely  affected  sensitive  plant 
and  animal  populations  in  this  critical  area  (p. 155).     Our  comments 
on  recreation  in  Alternative  3  apply  here  as  well.     Geothermal 
development  also  has  the  potential  to  adversely  affect  these 
sensitive  plant  and  animal  populations.     As  proposed  in  Alternative 
4  for  the  Benton  MA,  geothermal  leasing  and  other  activities 
affecting  the  aquifer  should  at  a  minimum  be  prohibited  "-within  1 
mile  of  thermal  water  sources  essential  to  listed,  candidate,  and 
unique  species"  (p. 77). 

We  question  your  reliance  on  the  "world  energy  situation" 
(p. 74)  to  lessen  the  spectre  of  potentially  significant  impacts  from 
geothermal  development.     The  world  energy  situation  is  currently 
highly  volatile.     Even  if  the  current  situation  mellows,  periodic 
resurgences  of  instability  with  regard  to  the  energy  situation  are 
bound  to  occur  (coal-fired  power  plants,  development  of  the  Arctic 
National  Wildlife  Refuge,  offshore  oil  development,  Sandia 
exploration  of  the  Long  Valley  area,  to  name  a  few  examples).     The 
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RMP  must  consider  a  "worst  case  scenario"  with  regard  to 
geothermal  development  In  our  area,  and  must  disclose  the 
potentially  significant  impacts  of  such  a  scenario,  as  per  the 
requirements  of  the  NEPA  (40  CFR  1502.22(b)(2)). 

p.75-78,  Benton  MA,  Alternative  3  and  4. 

Statements  with  regards  to  recreation  in  the  South  Tablelands 
area  are  contradictory.     You  propose  to  "Enhance  semi-primitive 
dispersed  non-motorized  opportunities  in  the  south  Tableland  area, 
and  provide  physical  settings  for  activities  including  hiking, 
mountain  biking,  sightseeing,  and  resource  interpretation",'  which 
we  fully  support.     You  propose  to  emphasize  semi-primitive 
motorized  recreation  in  the  northern  Tablelands  area,  thereby 
wisely  (and  proactively)  attempting  to  meet  the  demand  for 
conflicting  recreational  uses  throughout  the  Tablelands.     What  we 
don't  understand  is  the  following  statement:  "Allow  no  new  roads 
in  the  south  Tableland  except  for  those  identified  in  the  High  Desert 
OHV  Plan".    Allowing  any  new  roads  in  the  south  Tablelands  area 
(with  ensuing  use  by  ORV'ers)  greatly  conflicts  with  your  proposed 
management  for  low-impact,  non-motorized  recreation  in  this  area. 
Furthermore,  you  propose  "yearlong  protection  (of)  the  south 
Tableland  to  protect  semi-primitive  recreation  opportunities,  and 
scenic  and  cultural  values"  (p.76)     We  submit  that  ORV  use'does 
not  constitute  "semi-primitive"  recreation,  and  that  scenic  and 
cultural  values  will  not  be  protected  by  allowing  new  road 
construction     It  is  well  known  that  increased  access  is  one  of  the 
primary  causes  leading  to  vandalism  of  cultural  sites. 

We  support  your  many  proposals  to  protect  critical  plant  and 
animal  habitat  in  the  Fish  Slough  area.    We  believe  that  a 
concurrent  reduction  or  elimination  of  grazing  in  these  critical 
areas  is  warranted.     We  strongly  support  your  proposal  to  prohibit 
geothermal  leasing  and  other  activities  affecting  the  aquifer  in 
areas  that  provide  habitat  for  unique,  candidate  or  listed  species. 

We  are  greatly  concerned  by  the  proposal  to  dispose  of  5  383 
acres  of  Bureau  land  for  various  uses.    In  an  area  where  water 
usage  is  hotly  contested  and  water  resources  are  limited,  this 
proposal  could  result  in  significant  adverse  impacts  to  the  region 
The  EIS  must  disclose  the  potential  impacts  of  such  large-scale 
proposals  in  your  environmental  analysis. 

p.81-63,  Owens  Valley  MA,  Alternative  4. 

-  To  your  support  needs  should  be  added.  "Conduct  an  intensive 
cultural  resource  inventory  of  the  Crater  Mountain  Lava  Flow"    as 
mentioned  on  p. 79  under  Alternative  2. 
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We  are  strongly  opposed  to  disposal  of  public  land  to  provide 
for  agricultural  use  for  the  same  reasons  as  above.     Where  is  this 
land  located?     Will  any  sensitive  or  listed  species  be  affected?     The 
EIS  must  disclose  the  potential  impacts  of  such  large-scale  proposals 
in  your  environmental  analysis. 

We  believe  that  the  BLM  should  not  make  establishment  of 
an  environmental  education  center  a  priority.     We  want  to  see  the 
750,000  acres  of  public  land  that  you  manage  adequately  monitored 
for  the  variety  of  uses  and  impacts  that  occur,  changing  conditions 
and  such.     We  support  development  of  educational  materials  for 
dispersal  to  classrooms  and  the  general  public,  -with  staffing 
priorities  placed  on  proper  management,  monitoring  and  evaluation 
of  Resource  Area  land  uses. 

p. 84-87,  South  Inyo  MA,  Alternative  3  and  4. 

-  We  are  strongly  opposed  to  disposal  of  public  land  in  this  area  for 
agricultural  use,  as  you  state  (p. 162)  that  "Bureau  land  disposals  (in 
this  MA)  for  agricultural  development  have  the  potential  to 
eliminate  a  large  portion  of  the  candidate  dune  weevil  habitat." 
This  is  unacceptable  and  violates  the  intent  of  the  Endangered 
Species  Act. 

-  We  support  management  of  the  "suitable"  portion  of  the 
Southern  Inyo  WSA  as  Wilderness,  but  contend  that  the  entire 
WSA  should  be  managed  to  protect  Wilderness  values.    Further,  as 
previously  stated,  all  WSA's  must  be  managed  to  protect 
Wilderness  values  until  Congress  has  made  a  decision  on  Wilderness, 
as  per  the  guidelines  for  lands  under  Wilderness  review  (BLM 
Manual  H-8550-1) 

-  We  support  ACEC  designation  for  the  bristlecone  pine  forest  at 
Keynot  Peak.    However,  since  the  BLM  supports  designation  of  this 
area  as  Wilderness  and  this  area  will  be  managed  to  protect 
Wilderness  values  in  the  interim,  we  think  that  designation  of  this 
area  as  an  ACEC  is  much  lower  priority  than  all  other  areas 
proposed  for  ACEC  designation.     Campfires  should  be  prohibited  in 
all  areas  that  harbor  bristlecone  pine  forest,  whether  or  not  they 
are  designated  as  an  ACEC,  to  protect  the  Integrity  of  this  unique 
vegetation  type. 

-  We  very  strongly  support  reintroduction  of  bighorn  sheep  in  the 
southern  Inyo  Mountains. 

-  We  are  very  strongly  opposed  to  development  of  water  sources 
in  the  Inyo  Mountains  for  the  benefit  of  "harvest"  species.     We 
strongly  suspect  that  development  of  water  sources  would  entail 
diversions  from  springs,  seeps,  and  streams  in  the  Inyos,  which 
provide  habitat  for  the  candidate  Inyo  Mountains  Slender 
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Salamander  (how  else  could  water  developments  be  accomplished  in 
this  arid  region?).    As  stated  on  page  160,  "Water  diversion  from  a 
spring... are  the  primary  contributors  to  impacts  on  wildlife  and 
their  habitat".     This  tradeoff  is  wholly  unacceptable,  and  violates 
the  intent  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act.    Please  keep  us  informed 
of  the  status  of  such  proposals. 

-  We  support  locatable  and  leasable  mineral  withdrawls  for  the 
entire  Southern  Inyo  and  Cerro  Gordo  WSA's,  to  protect  habitat  for 
the  Inyo  Mountains  Slender  Salamander  and  Wilderness  values,  as 
well  as  visual  resources  and  opportunities  for  primitive  recreation. 

-  We  note  that  your  proposal  to  prohibit  livestock  grazing  is 
consistent  with  grazing  use  in  this  MA,  i.e.  there  are  no  allotments 

in  this  MA. 

-  We  support  protection  and  interpretation  of  the  salt  tram. 


p.87. 


South  Inyo  MA,  Alternative  4,  Rationale. 

What  type  of  "recreation  improvements"  are  proposed  for  this 
MA,  besides  easements  for  improved  hiking  access  and  interpretive 
facilities  as  Pat  Keyes  trailhead?    It  is  premature  to  consider  any 
new  trails  development  before  designation  of  Wilderness  and 
consideration  in  a  Wilderness  Management  Plan. 

Please  see  our  comments  above  for  our  positions  on  other 
aspects  of  your  rationale. 

p. 88-89,  Owens  Lake  MA,  Alternative  3  and  4. 

-  We  are  strongly  opposed  to  disposal  of  public  land  to  provide  for 
agricultural  use,  as  you  state  (p.162)  that  "Bureau  land  disposals  (in 
this  MA)  for  agricultural  development  have  the  potential  to 
eliminate  habitat  for  tule  elk,  snowy  plover  and  Owens  dune 
weevil ."    This  is  unacceptable  and  violates  the  intent  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act. 

-  What  is  a  "riparian  composition  area"  as  per  Ash  Creek? 

p. 89,  Alternative  4,  Rationale. 

We  support  your  management  philosophy  to  emphasize 
protection  of  wildlife  habitat  in  this  management  area,  and  not  to 
dispose  of  land  for  agricultural  uses.     We  believe  that  VRM  goals 
for  the  area  surrounding  Owens  Lake  should  be  VRM  Class  II 
retention  of  existing  character).     The  MA  is  already  severely 
degraded,  and  a  goal  of  retention  will  prevent  further  degradation 
of  the  visual  resource.     Your  statement  that  "new  transmission 
lines  or  other  intensive  land  uses  will  not  harm  the  scenery  much 
on  the  west  side  of  the  Owens  lake  Mangement  Area  because  there 
are  already  three  major  transmission  lines  along  this  route"  is 
ludicrous.    The  cumulative  impacts  of  additional  transmission  line 
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I  construction  to  visual  and  other  resources  must  be  considered. 

East-West  Transmission  Line  Corridor  Alternatives  (p.89-91) 
p. 89-90,  Rationale. 

Re  the  statement  "These  are  alternatives  for  bringing  power 
from  Nevada  to  Los  Angeles  via  the  Owens  Valley".    Where  in 
Nevada?    Your  analysis  must  disclose  the  locations  of  power  sources 
for  the  proposed  tramsmission  line  corridor.     Does  the  BLM  expect 
the  public  to  buy  this  thing  blindfolded? 

With  regards  to  benefits  of  providing  "additional  stability  to 
the  regional  electrical  supply  system",  we  point  out  that  the 
proposed  action  to  designate  a  utility  corridor  through  the  eastern 
Sierra  does  not  provide  "regional"  benefits  to  the  residents  of  the 
area.    Designation  of  a  utility  corridor  through  our  area  solely 
benefits  LADWP,  and  perhaps  the  residents  of  Los  Angeles  if  the 
reliability  argument  is  to  be  believed. 

Regarding  the  statement  that  "...the  visual  impacts  and 
impacts  to  sensitive  plants  (of  the  Soldier  Canyon  alternative)  are 
acceptable",  the  visual  impacts  and  impacts  to  sensitive  plants  in 
this  pristine  area  are  not  acceptable  to  Friends  of  the  Inyo.     In 
particular,  no  impacts  to  sensitive  plants  can  be  acceptable  when 
the  sensitive  plant  resource  is  unknown  (the  area  has  not  been 
surveyed  for  sensitive  plant  species).     Your  decision  must  be  based 
upon  the  best  available  data.     How  can  accurate  comparisions  of 
alternatives  and  choice  of  the  most  environmentally  sound 
alternative  be  made  when  the  necessary  data  collection  has  not 
been  completed? 

There  is  potential  bighorn  sheep  reintroduction  habitat  in  the 
Soldier  Canyon  area  (see  Forest  Service  memo,  December  14,  1989, 
p. 3)  and  in  Deep  Springs  Valley  (see  comments  of  CADFG  to  Dennis 
Martin,  March  22,  1990).     This  must  be  noted  in  your 
documentation  and  analysis  of  the  powerline  corridor  study. 

According  to  your  description  of  the  Affected  Environment  (p. 
162-171)  impacts  to  cultural  resources  from  choice  of  the  Soldier 
Canyon  alternative  would  be  equal  to  those  of  the  Pizona 
alternative  (40  sites)  and  greater  than  the  Queen  Valley  alternative 
(less  sites  than  Pizona  and  Soldier  Canyon  alternatives).     The 
statement  that  "impacts  to... cultural  resources  would  be  less"  is 
patently  false. 

I  Because  different  wildlife  species  occupy  the  areas  considered 

for  corridor  designation  (i.e.  tule  elk  vs.  mule  deer),  it  is  impossible 
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to  make  meaningful  comparisions  of  impacts  to  wildlife,  and  to 
state  that  one  area  -will  receive  less  impact  to  wildlife  ("...impacts 
to  key  wildlife  species. ..would  be  less").     Also,  site-specific  wildlife 
studies  need  to  be  completed  in  order  to  make  a  determination 
that  there  aren't  other  sensitive  species  that  utilise  the  areas. 

In  sum,  your  ratonale  for  the  preferred  alternative  is  illogical 
and  ludicrous. 

p. 90,  Conditions. 

We  reiterate  that  site-specific  environmental  analyses 
(wildlife,  vegetation  and  cultural  resources)  must  be  completed 
before  designation  of  a  preferred  powerline  corridor  alternative,  in 
order  that  your  decision  be  based  on  the  best  available  data.     These 
studies  should  be  part  of  an  EIS  for  designation  of  a  powerline 
corridor,  if  the  BLM  and  Forest  Service  choose  to  continue  to 
pursue  the  project. 

We  find  no  "Comparative  Summary  of  the  Impacts  of 
Alternatives"  for  the  powerline  corridor  in  Table  2-2. 

Impacts  of  Alternatives  by  Management  Area  (p. 92-113) 

This  section  is  one  of  the  most  confusing  portions  of  the 
document.     The  table  is  random  and  disorganised.     Conclusions  are 
made  that  are  not  substantiated  elsewhere  in  the  RIYIP/EIS.     How- 
can  the  public  and  other  agencies  adequately  compare  the  impacts 
of  each  alternative,  as  required  by  the  MEPA  (40  CFR  1502.14),  and 
give  you  appropriate  feedback  when  the  presentation  here  is  so 
poor?    This  section  needs  to  be  overhauled  to  make  it  meaningful, 
and  to  "provide  a  clear  basis  for  choice  among  options  by  the 
decisionmaker  and  the  public"  (id). 

Coleville 

-  Where  is  the  Golden  Gate  Mine  area?     Existing  and  reasonably 
forseeable  mineral  exploration  and  development  must  be  disclosed 
on  a  map 

-  How  is  "loss  of  up  to  18%  (9  acres)  of  riparian  vegetation  possible 
through  diversion  of  up  to  5%  of  stream/spring  flow"  in  keeping 
with  the  management  emphasis  on  wildlife  habitat  enhancement 
for  this  MA  (p. 56)?     Where  is  this  diversion  planned?    Is  this  a 
proposal  by  the  BLM  or  a  water  rights  holder?    No  water  should  be" 
diverted  for  grazing  at  the  expense  of  riparian-dependent 
vegetation  and  wildlife,  given  your  preferred  management 
emphasis. 

-  How  did  you  conlude  that  "607.  of  the  locateable  and  99%  of  the 
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saleable  minerals  will  be  effectively  withdrawn  from 
development. .."  under  your  preferred  alternative?    How  did  you 
arrive  at  conclusions  for  the  other  alternatives?     Why  is  the 
"current  management"  alternative  (Alternative  1)  more  restrictive 
than  the  preferred  alternative? 

-  How  do  you  conclude  that,  under  Alternative  3,  "100%  of  the 
locateable  and  99%  of  the  saleable  minerals  will  be  effectively 
withdrawn  from  development  due  to  environmental  restrictions"? 
No  mineral  withdrawls  are  proposed  for  the  Coleville  MA.  in  this 
alternative.     Is  DPC  treatment  prescribed  for  100%  of  the  acreage 
that  contains  locatable  minerals? 

Bridgeport 

-  When  future  development  resluting  from  a  land  disposal  "may 
violate  VRM  Class  III  standards  along  a  1  mile  viewshed  of  the 
highway"  (preferred  alternative),  what  happens  -  do  you  allow  the 
violation  to  occur  and  amend  your  RMP  or  do  you  not  allow  the 
land  disposal  that  would  facilitate  the  development?    What  is  your 
policy?    Further,  why  are  you  proposing  a  land  disposal  that  you 
predict  will  violate  your  own  standards? 

-  For  what  4  sensitive  species  is  habitat  improved  under  your 
preferred  alternative? 

-  How  do  you  arrive  at  the  conclusions  (i.e.  percentage  estimates) 
regarding  undevelopable  locateable  minerals? 

-  How  do  you  arrive  at  the  conclusions  (i.e.  percentage  estimates) 
regarding  improvements  to  wildlife? 

Bodie  Hills 

-  We  are  aware  of  the  "severe  localised  degradation  from  mineral 
exploration/development"  that  may  occur  in  the  Bodie  Bowl. 
However  mineral  exploration/development  plans  for  Potato  Peak 
have  not  been  disclosed  in  the  RMP.     Alternative  1  references 
severe  localised  degradation  at  Potato  Peak  and  Alternatives  3  and 
4  state  that  "Local  scenic  values  at  Potato  Peak  would  be  degraded 
from  minerals  activity  "     If  you  make  these  conclusions,   you  must 
provide  some  basis  for  them  (i.e.  supporting  documentation)  in  your 
document.     What  is  the  status  of  mineral  exploration/development 
at  Potato  Peak? 

-  We  find  it  interesting  that  you  note  here  that  "Adverse  impacts 
(of  Alternative  4)  to  recreation  values  in  the  Bowl/Historic 
Landmark  would  be  the  same  as  Alternative  1";  impacts  of 
Alternative  1  are  "severe  localised  degradation  from  mineral 
exploration/development  in  the  Bodie  Bowl"      Why  then  do  you 
state  in  your  rationale  for  the  preferred  alternative  (p. 66)  that 
"This  alternative  will  limit  mining  or  other  uses  which  would 
diminish  the  historic  integrity  of  the  National  Landmark"?    It 
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seems  that  according  to  your  analysis  here,  the  preferred 
alternative  will  actually  do  little  to  protect  the  values  at  Dodle. 
Your  conclusions  must  be  consistent  throughout  the  document 

-  You  state  that  for  Alternative  3   "452  of  the  locateable  minerals 
(including  the  Galactic  Bodie  deposit)     will  be  effectively 
withdrawn...".     We  question  how  any  BLM  restrictions  can  affect 
valid  existing  rights  on  public  lands  and  mineral  development  on 
private  land  at  Bodie,  that  is,  how  the  Galactic  Bodie  deposit  will  be 
"effectively  withdrawn"  from  mineral  development. 

-  Again,  we  question  how  you  arrived  at  conclusions  relating  to 
percentage  of  undevelopable  minerals. 

Granite  Mountain 

-  Chemical  spraying  is  mentioned  in  Alternative  1.     Is  this  also 

iposed  for  Alternative  4?    Such  a  proposal  was  not  discussed  in 
jur  proposed  action  in  Chapter  2. 

-  We  question  how  you  arrived  at  the  conclusions  in  this  and  other 
MA's  regarding  percentage  habitat  improvement  for  various 
species. 

-  You  state  that  for  Alternative  4  "702  of  the  3  mile  buffer  aone 
around  Mono  Lake  is  in  an  area  of  high  geothermal  potential." 
What  3  mile  buffer  sone?    In  your  rationale  for  the  preferred 
alternative  you  very  clearly  stated  that  you  did  not  believe  a 
buffer  zone  to  be  necessary. 

Benton 

-  The  discussion  of  recreation  use  in  the  four  alternatives  illustrate 
well  the  random  and  disorganised  nature  of  this  entire  section. 
For  Alternatives  1  and  2  you  discuss  the  impacts  expected  at  Fish 
Slough  and  no  mention  is  made  of  South  Tableland;  in  Alternatives 
3  and  4  you  discuss  impacts  expected  at  South  Tableland  but  make 
no  mention  of  Fish  Slough.     An  analysis  of  comparative  impacts 
must  be  made  for  the  same  resource. 

Long  Valley 

-  You  state  that  "'hot  tub'  use  would  degrade  habitat  at  1-6 
springs  "     Which  springs?    Would  habitats  for  listed,  candidate  or 
sensitive  species  be  affected?    As  previously  stated,  this  is  a  wholly 
unacceptable  impact 

-  What  sensitive  plant  populations  would  be  lost?     Again,  it  is 
unacceptable  to  provide  recreation  at  the  expense  of  sensitive  and 
listed  plant  and  animal  populations. 

-  Is  the  VRM  II  standard  of  "retention"  really  so  restrictive  that  it 
will  disallow  1002  of  locatable  and  saleable  minerals  development? 
How  did  you  reach  this  conclusion?    What  about  valid  existing 
rights? 
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Owens  Valley 

-  What  new  populations  of  endangered  species  would  occur  on 
Bureau  land?     What  habitat  and  populations  of  5  sensitive  species 
would  be  degraded  or  lost?     If  you  are  aware  of  proposed  actions 
that  may  cause  a  sensitive  species  to  become  threatened  or 
endangered  or  that  may  cause  new  populations  of  endangered 
species  to  emerge,  then  those  activities  must  be  disallowed  under 
action  *12  of  your  SOP'S  for  wildlife  (p. 271),  and  under  the  ESA. 

Owens  Lake 

-  What  habitat  for  endangered  species  would  be  expanded  into  the 
MA  under  Alternative  4? 

Powerline  Corridor 

-  There  is  no  comparison  of  impacts  of  corridor  alternatives  in 
Chapter  II,  which  "is  the  heart  of  the  environmental  impact 
statement"  CNEPA  40  CFR  1502.14).     This  must  be  rectified  in  the 
final  RiYlP. 

Chapter  III  -  Affected  Environment 

p. 117,  Vehicle  Use.     We  take  issue  with  the  statement  that  "Bureau 
lands  lend  themselves  to  management  which  emphasises  semi- 
primitive  motorized  opportunities."     Please  add  the  word  "some" 
before  "Bureau"  and  the  word  "vehicular"  before  "management"  to 
avoid  the  prejudicial  notion  that  all  Bureau  lands  are  appropriate 
for  this  type  of  use. 

p  118,  Recreational  Opportunities.     You  neglected  to  mention  that 
hiking  is  a  significant  use  of  Resource  Area  land,  especially  in:  Bodie 
Hills  (primarily  Potato  Peak  and  Bodie  Mountain;  also  along  Rough 
Creek),  Granite  Mountain,  Conway  Summit  area,  Volcanic 
Tablelands,  Fish  Slough,  Crater  Mountain,  and  the  Southern  Inyo 
mountains     Groups  including  Eastern  Sierra  Audubon  Society, 
Sierra  Club  chapters  and  Desert  Survivors  have  led  hikes  into  some 
of  these  areas. 

p  128,  Threatened,  Endangered  and  Candidate  Species.     Your 
treatment  of  candidate  species  in  this  section  is  inadequate.     The 
list  of  candidate  species  should  be  within  the  body  of  the  RMP  and 
EIS,  not  solely  in  the  Appendix.     Which  4  candidate  species  lack 
complete  inventories? 

p. 129,  Aquatic  and  Fisheries  Habitat.     What  are  the  parameters 
used  to  define  "condition"  of  streams  in  the  Resource  Area?    You 
note  the  condition  of  streams  but  do  not  state  whether  the 
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conditions  given  are  based  on  1978/1979  data  or  on  1998/1989  data. 
What  Is  the  current  condition  of  streams  In  the  Resource  Area? 
What  types  of  changes  have  occurred  over  the  last  ten  years?    You 
mention  need  for  stream  restoration;  of  146  stream  miles  an 
overwhelming  812  either  need  restoration  (452)  or  "could  use  some 
habitat  improvement"  (362).     Are  these  figures  based  on  1978/1979 
data  or  on  1988/1989  data?     What  changes  have  occurred  over  the 
past  ten  years  -with  regard  to  the  need  for  stream  restoration? 


Water  quality  is  stated  to  be  "generally  good" 
following  paragraphs  contradict  this  statement. 


yet  the 


The  levels  of  mercury  and  arsenic  in  Bodie  Creek  exceed  both 
human  health  and  viable  coldwater  aquatic  habitat  standards. 
When  was  this  data  collected?    Was  any  action  taken?    Are  these 
water  quality  violations  due  to  past  mining  practices?    Has  the 
stream  been  regularly  tested  since  Galactic  began  exploratory 
operations  at  Bodie? 

The  "sediment  pollution  problem  deserves  serious  consideration 
from  a  water  quality  standpoint"  yet  the  BLM  neglects  to  consider 
water  quality  as  a  significant  issue  in  this  RIY1P  (p. 27).    Perhaps  you 
should  reevaluate  your  decision  not  to  directly  address  water 
quality  in  this  document. 

p. 132-135,  Vegetation.     In  the  description  of  vegetation.  Table  3-7 
(p. 134)  displays  the  overall  ecological  condition  of  the  Bishop 
Resource  Area  based  on  data  collected  in  1978  and  1980.     The 
RMP/EIS  states  that  "The  general  condition  of  the  two  EIS  areas  is 
presented  in  Table  3-7."    This  implies  that  the  present  condition  of 
the  range  is  equal  to  the  condition  of  the  range  that  existed  over 
ten  years  ago.     We  question  this,  and  request  that  you  use 
monitoring  data  collected  over  the  past  ten  years  to  provide  a  table 
reflecting  the  present  ecological  condition  of  the  Resource  Area  in 
your  final  RMP/EIS.     This  RMP  provides  a  framework  for 
management  of  the  Resource  Area  for  the  next  ten  to  twenty 
years,  therefore  it  is  critically  important  that  the  RMP  provide 
accurate  description  of  existing  conditions  with  respect  to  the 
vegetative  resource,  as  these  will  form  the  "baseline"  conditions  for 
the  next  planning  cycle. 

The  damage  inflicted  by  grazing  to  one  vegetative  resource, 
aspen  communities,  is  documented  here  and  shows  an  extremely 
alarming  trend.    In  1980,  862  of  aspen  groves  surveyed  were  found 
to  be  in  "good  to  excellent"  vegetative  condition,  and  832  of  the 
acreage  in  "good  to  excellent"  wildlife  habitat  condition.    A  1988 
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resurvey  of  the  same  groves  found  only  212  in  "good  to  excellent" 
vegetative  condition,  and  only  62  in  "good  to  excellent"  wildlife 
habitat  condition.     Does  this  trend  reflect  trends  in  the  overall 
ecological  condition  of  vegetation  in  the  Resource  Area?     These  data 
demonstrate  the  need  for  disclosure  of  the  overall  existing  condition 
of. range  in  the  Resource  Area. 

For  riparian  communities,  information  is  provided  regarding 
the  condition  of  the  resource  that  existed  in  1978-1980.     How  does 
data  collected  over  the  past  ten  years  reflect  the  current  condition 
of  this  resource?    Please  include  information  in  the  final  RMP/EIS 
that  discusses  existing  condition  of  riparian  resources. 

p.136.  Threatened  and  Endangered  plants.     Specific  monitoring 
information  must  be  provided  in  the  RMP/EIS  with  regards  to 
damage  to  endangered  plant  populations  by  grazing,  road 
maintenance  and  "general  recreational  use." 

p. 136-139,  Minerals.     Please  correct  the  erroneous  statement  that 
"the  annual  number  of  mining  projects  has  decreased  in  the  region 
over  the  past  5  years"  to  reflect  the  current  gold  boom  in  the  west, 
particularly  through  use  of  the  cyanide  heap  leaching  process. 

Please  provide  justification  to  support  the  "likely"  exploration 
and  development  in  each  of  the  mining  areas  listed  on  page  136,  as 
per  the  requirements  of  the  BLM  Manual  (Section  1624).     Data 
provided  should  include  the  location  of  mining  claims  (on  a  map), 
information  about  mineral  potential  for  locatable  minerals  that  is 
more  specific  than  that  listed  in  Table  3-8  (p. 138),  and  the  true 
likelihood  of  exploration  and  development  in  each  of  these  areas. 
In  particular,  all  claims  and  patents  for  gold  in  the  Resource  Area 
should  be  detailed,  as  mineral  exploration  and  development  of  gold 
is  reasonably  forseeable  in  portions  of  the  Resource  Area. 

p. 139,  Watershed  Withdrawls.     The  RMP/EIS  should  note  that  the 
Mono  Basin  National  Forest  Scenic  Area  is  also  under  withdrawl 
status  by  the  Act  of  Congress  of  1931. 

p.143,  Livestock  Grazing.     Please  provide  data  to  substantiate  the 

conclusion  that 

"development  or  revision  of  10  AMP'S  and  construction  of 
new  range  improvements  have  improved  livestock 
distribution  causing  a  subsequent  improvement  in 
ecological  vegetation  condition  and  wildlife  habitat.* 

Which  ten  AMP's  have  been  developed  or  revised  over  the  past  ten 

years  for  which  this  statement  is  true?    What  types  of  new  range 
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improvements  have  been  made?     What  improvements  in  ecological 
vegetation  condition  have  occurred  as  a  result  or  your  efforts? 

p. 148,  Bridgeport  Valley  MA.     Habitat  for  which  4  sensitive  species 
occurs  in  this  MA? 

Please  detail  "...substantial  positive  change* s)  in  grazing 
management  practices..."  (emphasis  added)  for  the  Green  Creek,  and 
Dog  Creek  allotments.     This  statement  seems  to  contradict 
information  provided  in  the  following  paragraphs  relative  to 
"streambank  sloughing",  "lowered  plant  vigor",  "reduced  vegetative 
cover",  "soil  compaction",  and  "a  decline  in  wildlife  habitat  quality" 

p. 150,  Bodie  Hills  MA.     Please  detail  the  locations  of  the  latter  three 
sensitive  plant  species  in  the  MA. 

p. 153,  Granite  Mountain  MA.     How  are  population  trends  "static"  for 
the  sensitive  plant  species  listed  if  populations  are  being  adversely 
impacted  ("degraded",  according  to  p.136)  by  livestock  grazing, 
wildlife  and  -wild  horses? 

I  p. 153,  Long  Valley  MA.    Please  justify  the  "demand  for  more  trail 
I  riding  opportunities". 

I  p  155,  Benton  MA.     Please  add  hiking  to  the  list  of  popular  activities 
I  in  this  MA. 

p.159,  Owens  Valley  MA.    Please  explain  the  "several  factors"  that 
limit  habitat  and  population  numbers  for  candidate,  threatened 
and  endangered  species  in  the  MA 

Transmission  Line  Corridors  -  Affected  Environment 
p. 164,  Wild  Horse  Habitat.    Please  translate  the  following:  "This 
information  is  a  general  statement  since  little  monitoring  has 
occurred  to  document  a  more  accurate  use  estimate."     What  are 
you  trying  to  say? 

p. 164,  Cultural  Resources.    For  the  Pisona  Alternative  you  state: 
"Over  40  known  cultural  resource  sites  have  been 
identified... making  it  an  area  having  one  of  the  most  concentrated 
occurrences  of  such  sites  on  the  Inyo  National  Forest."    Compare 


this  with  the  statement  for  the  Soldier  Canyon  Alternative  (p. 171) 
that  "Over  40  cultural  resource  sites  have  been  identified  .  making 
it  quite  sensitive."    Cultural  resource  sites  in  the  Queen  Valley 


Alternative  are  not  as  numerous  as  in  the  Pisona  Alternative  but 
still  this  area  is  classified  as  "highly  sensitive"  (p. 169).     Such 
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obviously  biased  language  in  favor  of  the  Soldier  Canyon 
Alternative  makes  a  mockery  of  the  NEPA's  directive  to  clearly  and 
objectively  present  and  compare  alternatives  (40  CFR  1508  14(a)),  in 
order  that  the  public  is  fully  and  accurately  informed  and  the  best 
decision  can  be  made  by  the  decisionmaker. 

p. 168,  Queen  Valley  Intro.    Please  determine  if  the  Queen  Valley 
Alternative  encompasses  BLM  WSA  CA-010-075  (see  comments  on 
page  4,  re  p. 38-39  of  the  RMP/EIS)  and  if  so,  state  that  in  the 
description  of  the  affected  environment  for  this  alternative. 

p  168,  Queen  Valley  Intro.     We  take  issue  with  the  fact  that  there  is 
"substantial  development"  in  this  area.    Substantial  relative  to 
what?    Development  is  substantial  relative  to  the  other  two 
alternatives  but  minimal  relative  to  other  towns  in  the  region. 

p. 168,  Sensitive  Plants.    Please  describe  the  "sensitive  native  plants" 
found  in  this  alternative  area. 

p.169.  Soldier  Canyon  Intro.    Please  disclose  in  the  discussion  of  the 
affected  environment  that  this  alternative  encompasses  a  2,000+ 
acre  portion  of  BLM  WSA  CA-010-060. 

p.169,  Soldier  Canyon  Intro.    While  lack  of  water  is  indeed  "one  of 
the  most  notable  characteristics"  of  the  Inyos,  it  should  be  pointed 
out  that  the  study  area  itself  contains  several  springs  (McMurry 
spring  and  at  least  one  unnamed  spring  -  see  Waucoba  Mtn.  15' 
series  USGS  quad).     The  scarcity  of  riparian  areas  in  these  arid 
mountains  makes  them  especially  critical  to  wildlife,  and  likely  to 
harbor  endemic  species  (amphibians,  insects,  plants). 

p.169.  Sensitive  Plants.     Please  list  the  sensitive  plant  species  found 
in  this  alternative  area.     Where,  more  precisely,  are  the  plant 
populations  found  that  are  "in  areas  in  Soldier  Canyon"? 

Chapter  IV  -  Impacts 

The  analyses  of  environmental  impacts  of  all  alternatives 
including  the  proposed  action  are  so  general  as  to  be  meaningless. 
While  we  understand  that  this  is  a  programatic  document,  enough 
smidgeons  of  reasonably  forseeable  information  are  provided 
throughout  the  document  to  warrant  more  specific  analysis  of 
impacts.     Also,  conclusions  are  made  that  are  unsubstantiated  by 
data. 

Introduction 
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p. 175    Please  detail,  as  per  the  requirements  of  NEPA  40  CFR  1502.16, 
the  Irreversible  and  irretrievable  commitments  of  resources  that 
result  with  implementation  of  each  alternative      These  should  be 
presented  in  one  section,  rather  than  scattered  throughout  this 
chapter,  as  they  may  well  be  (although  we  could  find  no  discussion 
of  any  irreversible  and  irretrievable  commitments  of  resources). 

p. 175,  Impacts  to  Geothermal  Commercial  Power  Development 
Opportunities      Please  add  a  statement  to  this  paragraph  that  "In 
the  event  that  the  Secretary  reinstates  the  geothermal  leasing 
program,  or  that  pending  non-competitive  lease  applications  are 
processed,  full  environmental,  analysis  will  be  completed". 

p.176.  Impacts  to  Soils  and  Water  Quality.     You're  logic  is  backwards 
with  regard  to  considering  impacts  on  these  resources.     The  purpose 
of  the  NEPA  is  to  disclose  potentially  significant  impacts  to  the 
environment     How  can  you  make  the  assumption  that  there  will 
be  no  significant  impacts  to  these  resources  without  having  gone 
through  the  environmental  analysis  process?    Every  indication 
from  information  disclosed  in  the  document  (particularly  in  the 
description  of  the  affected  envirnment)  is  that  these  resources  are 
currently  degraded,  primarily  by  grazing,  but  also  by  mining  and 
other  activity.     It  is  contestable  whether  levels  of  grazing  will 
change  but  it  is  undisputed  that  mining  activity  will  increase 
before  we  see  a  decrease.     Therefore,  imapcts  to  these  resources 
should  be  documented  (i.e.,  these  topics  should  have  been  addressed 
as  issues  of  major  concern  in  the  RMP/EIS) 

p.176.  Geothermal,  Alternatives  1  -  4.     Please  reexamine  your 
assumptions  with  regard  to  the  world  energy  situation.    An 
analysis  of  environmental  impacts  should  be  based  on  potentially 
significant  impacts  to  the  Resource  Area;  these  impacts  should  not 
be  ignored  based  on  questionable  assumptions  that  supposedly 
negate  the  need  for  adequate  analysis  of  impacts. 

p. 177,  Locatable  Mineral  Exploration  and  Development,  Alternative 
1.     Please  detail  the  14  "major"  projects  expected  with  continuation 
of  current  management  policy.    Please  detail  the  other  2  "super" 
projects  anticipated  in  this  alternative.     Please  provide  data  which 
supports  the  conclusions  made  in  this  section  for  all  4  alternatives. 
Additionally,  please  provide  estimates  of  the  duration  of  these 
"major"  and  "super"  projects,  with  data  to  substantiate  your 
conslusions. 

p  179,  Locatable  Mineral  Exploration  and  Development,  Alternative 
3.     Please  detail  the  7  "major"  projects  for  this  alternative.     Please 
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detail  the  1   "super"  project  additional  to  Bodie  that  is  projected. 
Please  provide  data  which  supports  the  conclusions  made  in  this 
section  for  all  4  alternatives.     Additionally,  please  provide  estimates 
of  the  duration  of  these  "major"  and  "super"  projects,  with  data  to 
substantiate  your  conslusions. 

p. 180,  Locatable  Mineral  Exploration  and  Development,  Alternative 
4      Please  detail  the  9  or  14  (which  is  it??)  "major"  projects  expected 
to  occur  with  implementation  of  this  alternative.     Please  detail  the 
1  "super"  project  additional  to  Bodie  that  is  projected.     Please 
provide  data  which  supports  the  conclusions  made  in  this  section 
for  all  4  alternatives.     Additionally,  please  provide  estimates  of  the 
duration  of  these  "major"  and  "super"  projects,  with  data  to 
substantiate  your  conslusions.     If  the  projection  is  for  14  "major" 
projects,  please  rationale  why,  if  the  preferred  alternative  is 
supposed  to  be  more  environmentally  acceptable  than  current 
management,  the  projections  are  essentially  the  same  for  both 
alternatives. 

p  196-197,  Impacts  on  Threatened  and  Endangered  Species, 
Alternatives  3  &  4.     Please  explain  what  you  mean  by  "protective 
management"  of  sensitive  species  habitats.     Please  explain  what 
you  mean  by  "special  management"      Please  specifically  list  which 
14  populations  of  which  4  sensitive  animal  species  would  be 
"substantially  impact(ed)"  by  locatable  mineral  development  under 
these  alternatives. 

p. 198-199,  Impacts  on  Mining,  Alternatives  1-4.     We  request  that 
you  provide  in  the  final  RMP/EIS  the  following  data  to  support 
conclusions  made  in  the  environmental  analysis  of  impacts  to 
mining. 

Please  provide  data  to  substantiate  the  various  percentage 
conclusions  regarding  withdrawls,  constraints  and  restrictions  on 
mineral  exploration  and  development 

Please  provide  data  to  substantiate  the  conclusion  that  there 
will  be  a  $1  billion  reduction  in  "potential  additions"  to  Mono 
County's  tax  base  if  only  50%  of  the  Galactic  project  may  be 
developed,  under  Alternatives  3  &  4  (it  should  be  pointed  out  that 
Mono  County  cannot  lose  money  that  they  never  had).     Please  also 
provide  substantiating  data  for  conclusions  in  Alternatives  1  &  2 
regarding  a  $2  billion  tax  increase.     Please  also  provide  data  to 
support  the  projected  number  of  jobs  for  all  alternatives. 

Please  provide  data  to  substantiate  the  conclusions  that 
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development  of  "x"  number  of  deposits  -will  not  occur.     Please 
provide  data  to  substantiate  conclusions  re  "loss"  to  lYIono  County's 
tax  base  for  Alternatives  3  &  4  (it  should  be  pointed  out  that  Mono 
County  cannot  lose  money  that  they  never  had  -  the  language 
regarding  potential  loss  of  income  is  prejudicial). 

p. 200-202,  Impacts  on  Livestock  Grazing,  Alternatives  1-4      We 
request  that  you  provide  in  the  final  RIvlP/EIS  the  following  data  to 
support  conclusions  made  in  the  environmental  analysis  of  impacts 
to  livestock  grazing. 

Please  provide  data  to  substantiate  that,  for  Alternatives  3 

and  4: 

"The  impacts  on  livestock  grazing  both  regionally  and  on 
Bureau  land  would  be  highly  negative,  with  direct 
impacts  to  19  permittees" 

Please  list  the  19  permittees  for  which  this  is  true. 

Please  provide  data  to  substantiate  that,  for  Alternatives  3  & 
4: 

"Economically,  the  Bridgeport  area  will  be  slightly  to 
moderately  affected  due  to  the  loss  of  sales  of  goods  and 
services.     Mono  County  will  have  a  moderate  reduction 
in  livestock  sales.     Inyo  County  livestock  sales  will  be 
slightly  reduced." 

Please  provide  data  to  substantiate  other  conclusions  made  in 
this  section  for  Alternatives  3  &  4,  including  an  overall  reduction  in 
carrying  capacity,  increased  operator  costs,  and  operators  being 
forced  out  of  business. 

Please  explain  why  the  Bureau  addresses  "negative  impact(s) 
to  the  permittee"  from  grazing  at  Conway  Ranch.     The  Conway 
Ranch  is  located  on  private  land.     If  this  is  because  the  potential 
elimination  of  grazing  at  Conway  Ranch  affects  a  BLM  allotment, 
then  this  should  be  explained. 

Impact  of  the  East-Vest  Transmission  Line  Corridor  Alternatives 

p. 206,  No  Action.     You  have  failed  to  detail  the  environmental 
impacts  of  a  "no  Action"  Alternative,  and  yet  reach  a  conclusion 
that  environmental  impacts  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  would 
only  be  "slightly  less"  than  the  other  alternatives.     The 
environmental  impacts  of  this  alternative  would  be  significantly 
less  than  other  alternatives  (i.e.  no  adverse  impacts  to  the  Resource 
Area). 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  100  (Friends  of  the  Inyo) 

1 00-1)  We  appreciate  your  comment.  Some  of  the  standard  operating 
procedures  suggested  by  CDF&G  have  been  adopted  in  the 
final  plan. 

1 00-2)  Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 

The  Bureau's  Section  202  WSAs  adjoin  National  Forest  lands 
that  were  identified  as  further  planning  areas.  These  further 
planning  areas  were  studied  by  the  Forest  Service  in  the  recent 
Inyo  National  Forest  Plan.  The  wilderness  element  of  the  forest 
plan  was  appealed.  The  appeal  has  not  been  resolved.  The 
resolution  of  the  appeal  will  result  in  a  final  decision  to  be 
implemented  by  the  Forest  Service.  After  resolution  of  the 
appeal,  the  Section  202  WSAs  which  only  qualified  for  WSA 
status  in  conjunction  with  adjoining  National  Forest  further 
planning  areas  will  conform  with  the  Forest  Service's 
implementation. 

All  WSAs  are  protected  from  impairment  of  wilderness  values  by 
the  Interim  Management  Policy  and  Guidelines  for  Lands  Under 
Wilderness  Review.  If  the  Soldier  Canyon  area  is  ultimately 
designated  as  a  corridor,  the  WSA  status  would  be  incorporated 
in  any  environmental  analysis.  Utility  line  construction  would  be 
prohibited  in  the  WSA. 

1 00-3)  Decisions  related  to  habitat  improvement  for  harvest  species  are 
also  expected  the  improve  habitat  conditions  for  many  non-game 
species. 

1 00-4)  A  region-wide  impact  analysis  was  used  since  specific  project 
proposals  (uses)  are  unknown  concerning  their  impact  on  listed 
species  habitats.  Analysis  at  a  more  specific  level  would  involve 
a  large  amount  of  speculation  on  our  part. 

A  support  need  for  spotted  owl  surveys  in  the  Coleville 
management  area  has  been  added  to  the  final  plan. 
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1 00-5)    Please  refer  to  response  93-3. 

100-6)  Corrections  have  been  made  to  Appendix  6,  draft  RMP,  for 
animal  species  listed  by  the  State  of  California  as  threatened  or 
endangered.  The  Bureau  does  not  have  a  policy  which 
recognizes  California  species  that  are  candidates  for  listing  as 
endangered,  threatened  or  rare  species  nor  for  California 
species  of  special  concern.  Species  which  fall  into  California 
candidate  or  special  concern  status  could  potentially  be  added 
to  the  Bureau's  statewide  sensitive  species  list  upon  petition  to 
the  State  Director  in  California. 

The  "60+  sensitive  species"  mentioned  on  p.196,  draft  RMP, 
involved  other  plants  or  animals  occurring  on  adjacent  national 
forest  or  private  land.  They  will  not  be  listed  in  this  document. 

State  listed  species  are  now  shown  in  Appendix  6.  State 
sensitive  species  and  species  of  special  concern  will  not  be 
shown  in  the  document. 

100-7)    Your  comment  has  been  considered  in  the  final  plan. 

100-8)  In  our  opinion,  our  current  discussion  of  impacts  on  a  regional 
basis  to  the  listed,  candidate  and  species  of  management 
concern  habitats  meets  the  requirement  of  NEPA. 

An  expanded  discussion  on  federal  candidate  species  has  been 
provided  in  the  final  document.  Please  see  response  93-3. 

1 00-9)  The  pine  marten,  Nelson  bighorn,  goshawk  and  prairie  falcon  are 
recognized  as  species  of  management  concern  (see  p.128,  draft 
RMP).  The  golden  eagle  is  automatically  afforded  management 
concern  due  to  its  inclusion  within  United  States  Code,  Title  1 6, 
Subchapter  II  -  Protection  of  Bald  and  Golden  Eagles,  pp.71 3- 
715.  The  other  species  listed  are  not  afforded  special 
recognition  by  this  agency.  Please  refer  to  response  100-6  for 
additional  action  which  could  potentially  be  taken  on  the  other 
species  mentioned  in  your  comment. 

100-10)  Your  comment  has  been  considered  in  the  final  plan. 


100-11)  Sensitive  plant  information  can  be  found  on  pp.148,  151,  and 
153  of  the  draft  RMP,  but  was  accidentally  omitted  from  four 
management  area  descriptions.  These  data  have  been  added 
to  Chapter  3  of  the  final  RMP. 

There  are  16  species;  Arabis  bodiensis  (C2)  was  recently  added 
to  the  USFWS  candidate  list  and  was  accidentally  omitted  from 
the  Appendix  6  list. 

The  management  area  alternatives  did  not  have  decisions  for 
sensitive  plants  because  these  decisions  were  under  the  Area- 
Wide  Alternatives.  The  Alternative  4  decision  for  sensitive 
species  is  on  p.50  of  the  draft.  The  standard  operating 
procedures  on  p.269  specifically  mention  sensitive  plant  habitat 
under  I.C.1.  and  sensitive  plant  habitat  has  been  added  to  I.B.1 
and  I.B.3. 

Eleven  out  of  the  sixteen  sensitive  plant  species  are  currently 
being  monitored.  The  populations  of  the  remaining  five  species 
are  currently  being  inventoried.  Protection  and  enhancement  of 
the  populations  will  generally  be  handled  within  CRMPs,  AMPs, 
and  ACECs.  Management  of  species  outside  of  these  types  of 
management  plans  will  be  site-specific  and  will  provide 
protection  and/or  enhancement  of  the  habitat. 

See  response  92-4. 

100-12,13,14)  Please  refer  to  the  DPC  general  statement  (p.5-10). 

100-15)  Please  see  the  "Grazing"  general  response  (p.5-11). 

100-16)  See  response  92-51. 

100-17,18)  Please  see  the  "grazing"  general  response. 
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100-19)  The  1988  Aspen  Survey  did  show  a  downward  trend  in  75%  of 
the  groves  listed  in  good-excellent  condition  in  1 980.  This  trend 
is  attributed  to  both  livestock  use  and  climatic  conditions  and 
does  not  reflect  overall  vegetative  conditions  within  in  the 
Resource  Area.  Aspen  groves  receive  a  disproportionate 
amount  of  use  due  to  the  availability  of  shade,  water  and 
palatable  forage.  Groves  receiving  unacceptable  levels  of 
livestock  use  have  been  identified  and  will  be  improved  through 
AMPs,  HMPs  and  range  projects. 

Please  see  the  "Grazing"  general  response. 

100-20)  Please  see  response  100-11,  the  "Grazing"  general  response, 
and  the  "Grazing"  section  of  Chapter  4. 

100-21)  These  maps  were  printed  in  the  grazing  EISs  and  were 
considered  for  the  draft  RMP,  but  it  was  determined  that  an 
allotment  map  would  not  contribute  significantly  to  the  RMP 
analysis. 

100-22)  See  response  51-3. 

100-23)  Please  see  response  55-14. 

100-24)  The  minerals  sections  of  the  final  have  been  rewritten  to  clarify 
this.  The  term  "effective  withdrawal"  has  been  removed. 

100-25)  See  general  response  for  minerals,  item  4.  Your  comments 
regarding  specific  areas  of  withdrawal  have  been  noted. 

1 00-26)  Your  comments  are  noted. 

100-27 

to  100-30)  See  general  response  for  watershed  withdrawals  (p.5-8). 

100-31)  See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals  (p.5-9). 

100-32)  Under  the  proposed  action,  the  numerous  prescribed  resource 
standards  such  as  yearlong/seasonal  protection,  visual  resource 
management,  desired  plant  community  objectives,  etc.  would 


direct  any  proposed  recreation  program  developments.  Please 
see  response  92-38. 

100-33)  We  would  not  promote  or  encourage  recreation  developments 
in  WSAs  until  they  have  completed  the  wilderness  review 
process  and  been  designated  as  nonsuitable  for  wilderness. 

The  proposed  route  connectors  and  primitive  recreation  trails 
have  been  deleted  in  the  final  RMP.  Any  new  routes  or  trails 
would  be  reconsidered  in  future  activity  plans  such  as  those 
your  letter  mentioned. 

1 00-34)  We  believe  that  the  Bodie  Hills  Coordinated  Management  (CRM) 
process  is  a  logical  place  to  coordinate  vehicle  use  designations 
for  the  Bodie  Hills.  The  groups  that  serve  as  the  steering 
committee  and  technical  review  team  represent  a  cross-spectrum 
of  public  land  users.  All  forthcoming  plans  and  environmental 
analyses  will  conform  to  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(NEPA)  requirements.  Public  involvement  opportunities  for 
individuals  outside  the  CRM  process  will  be  available. 

1 00-35)  The  vehicle  use  section  of  Chapter  3  in  the  draft  RMP  provided 
a  brief  discussion  of  the  ongoing  vehicle  use  designation 
studies.  This  section  has  been  expanded  slightly  in  the  final. 

1 00-36)  Your  support  for  designation  of  all  potential  ACECs  has  been 
noted.  The  results  of  the  impact  analysis  indicated  that  most  of 
the  resource  values  within  the  proposed  Bodie  Mountain  ACEC 
would  receive  improved  management  and  protection  as  the 
result  of  other  decisions  in  Alternative  4,  including  yearlong 
protection  of  riparian,  meadow,  and  aspen  habitats;  DPC  goals; 
interim  management  of  potential  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers;  and 
VRM  classifications.  Wilderness  values  receive  protection  from 
existing  "IMP  Guidelines  for  Lands  Under  Wilderness  Review." 
We  feel  these  decisions  can  stand  on  their  own  without  ACEC 
designation.  An  exception  was  in  the  Bodie  Bowl  portion  of  this 
proposed  ACEC  where  historic  values  are  a  primary  concern. 
As  a  result,  only  the  Bodie  Bowl  was  proposed  for  ACEC 
designation  to  provide  the  recognition  and  protection  this 
nationally  significant  area  deserves. 
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100-37)  We  have  reevaluated  Mill  Creek  and  determined  that  it  qualifies 
as  eligible  for  Wild  and  Scenic  River  study.  The  final  RMP 
reflects  this  change. 

100-38)  Please  contact  the  Bishop  RA  for  exact  locations  of  these 
stands. 

100-39,40,41)  See  the  general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.5-16). 

100-42)  The  draft  RMP  does  not  assume  that  there  are  no  human  health 
risks  associated  with  EMF.  See  the  EMF  section  of  the  general 
response  for  the  corridor  study. 

This  study  did  not  consider  the  environmental  effects  of  corridor 
use  to  the  east  of  the  Inyo  National  Forest  boundary.  Any 
potential  effects  of  human  exposure  to  EMF  caused  by  an 
eastward  extension  of  a  corridor  through  the  Soldier  Canyon 
area  would  need  to  be  specifically  evaluated  either  in  response 
to  a  project  proposal,  or  as  part  of  a  transmission  line  corridor 
study  conducted  by  the  appropriate  BLM  jurisdictional  units 
responsible  for  administration  of  the  lands  considered. 

100-43)  The  environmental  impacts  between  the  three  east-west 
alternative  corridor  areas  have  been  better  documented  in  the 
final  RMP  to  better  display  the  differences  in  impacts  between 
them. 

See  also  the  Impacts  of  Corridor  Area  Designation  and  the 
Impacts  to  Adjacent  Jurisdictional  Areas  sections  of  the  general 
response  for  the  corridor  study. 

100-44)  See  the  Impacts  of  Corridor  Area  Designation  and  the  Impacts 
to  Adjacent  Jurisdictional  Areas  sections  of  the  general  response 
for  the  corridor  study. 

1 00-45)  See  response  51  -1 . 

1 00-46)  See  the  general  response  to  comments  on  the  corridor  study. 


100-47)  In  addition  to  the  2,000  acres  currently  withdrawn,  the  following 
additional  acreages  are  proposed  for  withdrawal  under  the 
alternatives:  Alternative  1  -  30,000  acres,  Alternative  2  -  0  acres, 
Alternative  3  -  30,000  acres,  Alternative  4  -  1,900  acres.  This 
range  has  proven  sufficient  to  determine  where  withdrawals 
should  be  attempted.  The  actual  withdrawal  process  is  separate 
from  the  RMP  and  will  include  public  input. 

See  the  general  response  for  watershed  withdrawals. 

1 00-48)  See  general  response  for  grazing. 

100-49)  The  general  nature  of  your  comment  makes  it  difficult  to 
respond.  However,  the  impact  analyses  for  livestock  grazing, 
minerals,  and  the  corridor  study  have  been  substantively  revised. 
Other  revisions  to  impacts  are  summarized  in  Chapter  4. 

100-49A)  See  the  "Need  Analysis"  section  of  the  general  response  for 
the  corridor  study. 

100-50)  During  the  planning  process  and  in  response  to  public 
comments  the  preferred  alternative  has  been  changed  to  reduce 
impacts  in  accordance  with  the  full  text  of  the  regulation  you  cite. 
In  most  cases,  more  detailed  mitigation  will  be  developed  via 
site-specific  environmental  analyses  conducted  before 
implementation. 

100-51)  See  the  Impacts  of  Corridor  Area  Designation  section  of  the 
general  response  for  the  corridor  study. 

100-52,53)  Please  refer  to  DPC  general  statement. 

100-54)  See  the  general  response  for  the  corridor  study. 

100-55)  Please  refer  to  response  100-8. 

1 00-56)  See  response  51  -1 . 
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100-57)  The  Benton-Owens  Valley  MFP  was  amended  on  9/14/89  to 
include  the  "Airport  Amendment"  which  is  summarized  in  either 
the  first  or  second  decision  in  each  of  the  alternatives  for  the 
Long  Valley  Management  Area.  Other  "updates"  were  simply 
maintenance  that  reflected  minor  changes  in  data,  etc. 

See  response  to  comment  92-6  for  a  discussion  of  the  "sixteen 
major  proposals." 

100-58)  The  statement  simply  reflects  general  economic  impacts  that 
would  occur  when  scenic  resources  are  protected. 

100-59)  Habitat  Management  Plan  (HMP)  is  already  defined  in  the 
Glossary  (p.226,  draft).  Habitat  Management  Plans  are  normally 
identified  for  fish,  wildlife,  and  plant  species  or  habitats  that  have 
been  identified  (through  an  RMP)  as  having  special  significance 
for  management. 

100-60)  Unlike  the  1977  plan,  the  RMP  will  serve  as  the  foundation  for 
legally  enforceable  and  binding  route  designations.  The  RMP 
prescribes  general  vehicle  use  designations  as  a  framework  for 
the  upcoming  and  ongoing  activity  plans.  We  have  closely 
directed  our  efforts  in  the  activity  planning  process  to  assure  all 
plans  conform  and  complement  each  other.  The  activity  plan 
process  will  identify  implementation  techniques  such  as  the 
ongoing  High  Desert  and  Interagency  OHV  Studies  are  currently 
doing.  Please  see  general  response  to  comments  on  OHV 
management  at  the  beginning  of  this  chapter  for  further 
information. 

100-61)  Please  refer  to  the  DPC  general  statement. 

100-62,63,64)  Please  refer  to  response  92-5. 

100-65)  See  response  100-57. 

100-65A)   "Valid  Existing  Management"  (Chapter  1,  final  RMP)  gives  a 
complete  summary. 


100-66)  This  portion  of  the  document  has  been  modified  to  identify 
parameters  for  application  of  visual  resource  management 
standards.  Please  refer  to  the  Standard  Operating  Procedures 
in  Chapter  1  of  the  final  RMP  for  further  information.  Additionally, 
it  is  our  intent  to  apply  the  VRM  standards  to  ail  surface 
disturbing  activities  for  conformance.  Unlike  other  land  use 
plans,  this  RMP  will  apply  VRM  as  a  resource  condition  standard. 

100-67)  Our  reason  for  not  including  soil  and  water  resources  in  the  RMP 
are  provided  in  the  opening  paragraph  of  Determinations  That 
Will  Not  be  Made  in  This  Plan  (p.27,  draft)  and  in  #3,  pp.27  and 
28.  Standard  operating  procedures  concerning  soil  conditions 
and  water  quality  have  been  added  in  the  final  plan. 

1 00-68)  Your  suggestions  have  been  incorporated  into  the  final. 

100-69)  See  response  92-8K,  and  the  Impacts  to  Adjacent  Jurisdictional 
Areas  section  of  the  general  response  for  the  corridor  study. 

100-70)  Please  see  response  100-2. 

100-71)  The  Forest  Service  must  issue  a  separate  Record  of  Decision  for 
the  transmission  line  corridor  portion  of  the  RMP  affecting 
National  Forest  System  lands.  The  BLM  is  neither  responsible 
for,  nor  has  the  authority  to  make,  transmission  line  use  and 
occupancy  decisions  affecting  lands  administered  by  the  Forest 
Service. 

Forest  Service  participation  with  the  BLM  in  this  study  was 
conducted  in  accordance  with  management  direction  provided 
on  pp.211  and  232  of  the  Inyo  National  Forest  Land  and 
Resource  Management  Plan  (1988). 

100-72)  Please  see  response  100-33. 

100-73)  Please  refer  to  the  DPC  general  statement. 
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100-74)  This  acreage  in  Alternative  I  includes  the  Alabama  Hills  and  the 
BLM  campgrounds,  areas  of  low  mineral  potential.  These  areas 
do  not  need  a  mineral  withdrawal.  See  the  discussion  of  mineral 
withdrawals  in  the  general  minerals  response. 

100-75)  Please  see  the  "Grazing"  general  response. 

1 00-76)  Transmission  line  construction  through  WSA  CA-01 0-060B  will  be 
contingent  upon  Congressional  release  of  the  lands  within  it  to 
multiple  use  management.  Concerning  WSA's  located  outside 
the  study  area  see  response  100-70.  See  also  response  39-2. 

All  of  that  portion  of  the  Soldier  Canyon  Alternative  Corridor  Area 
located  within  the  Inyo  National  Forest  has  been  prescribed  as 
a  Multiple  Resource  Area  (Management  Prescription  #18)  in  the 
Inyo  National  Forest  Land  and  Resource  Management  Plan 
(1988). 

See  also  the  Impacts  to  Adjacent  Jurisdictional  Areas  section  of 
the  general  response  for  the  corridor  study. 

100-77)  A  right-of-way  under  title  V  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act  would  be  required  for  groundwater  pumping  on 
public  land.  BLM  can  refuse  to  grant  a  right-of-way  where  the 
impacts  are  unacceptable  or  where  the  proposal  does  not 
conform  to  the  land  use  plan. 

100-78)  Please  see  response  100-32. 

100-79)  The  final  RMP  has  been  modified  to  restrict  only  camping  use 
around  sage  grouse  leks.  Vehicle  use  restrictions  will  be 
addressed  at  the  activity  plan  level.  Your  additional  comments 
have  been  noted  and  considered. 

100-80)  The  area-wide  Alternative  4  decisions  provide  for  yearlong 
protection  of  candidate  and  listed  plant  and  animal  habitat  and 
sensitive  species  plant  habitat  (p.50,  draft).  Other  decisions 
concerning  seasonal/yearlong  protection  are  in  separate 
management  areas  for  Alternative  4. 


On  p.26  (draft),  #14,  it  is  stated  that  we  will  comply  with  the 
Endangered  Species  Act. 

100-81)  Riparian  vegetation  will  not  be  managed  with  buffer  areas.  DPC 
descriptions  and  standard  operating  procedures  in  the  final  plan 
should  adequately  protect  this  vegetation  type. 

The  soil  alteration  rating  assesses  the  extent  of  bank 
modification  and  instability  resulting  from  natural  and  artificial 
forces. 

The  bank  protection  rating  assesses  the  quality  of  protection 
from  erosive  forces  provided  by  vegetation  growing  on  the 
streambank. 

The  above  terms  will  not  be  placed  in  the  glossary  but  are 
available  as  part  of  the  public  record. 

100-82)  Only  11%  of  the  public  land  in  the  Bishop  RA  is  in  poor 
ecological  condition.  See  grazing  general  response. 

The  decision  concerning  the  60%  use  level  has  been  changed. 
See  the  Area-Wide  decisions  in  Chapter  2. 

1 00-83)  Applications  for  livestock  grazing  can  be  made  for  areas  outside 
existing  allotments.  An  RMP  decision  that  prohibits  grazing 
these  areas  allows  for  rejection  of  the  application  without  further 
consideration. 

100-84)  Please  see  responses  100-34  and  100-35. 

100-85)  See  response  91-6. 

100-86)  These  withdrawals  include  Horton  Creek,  Goodale  Creek,  and 
Tuttle  Creek  Campgrounds,  the  Pat  Keyes  trail,  the  Travertine 
Hot  Springs  ACEC,  and  other  areas  to  protect  wildlife,  recreation, 
and  historic  values.  An  additional  28,000  acres  may  be 
withdrawn  if  Congress  approves  the  Southern  Inyo  Wilderness. 
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100-87)  We  anticipate  that  opportunities  for  increased  funding  in 
recreation  will  facilitate  both  resource  management  and 
environmental  education  programs.  Please  see  the  Funding 
section  of  Chapter  1  in  the  final  RMP  for  further  information. 

100-88)  The  final  decision  is  supported  by  an  adequate  rationale  in  the 
final  RMP. 

1 00-89)  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  It  has  been  noted  and  considered 
for  the  final  RMP. 

100-90)  The  Slinkard  ACEC  has  been  expanded  in  the  final  to  include 
most  of  the  management  area  west  of  U.S.  Highway  395. 

100-91,92)  Please  refer  to  the  DPC  general  statement. 

100-93)  This  decision  has  been  removed  from  the  final. 

100-94)  The  decision  for  the  Coleville  MA  has  been  changed.  Dry 
Canyon  and  Slinkard  Valley  allotments  will  continue  to  be  grazed 
until  an  alternative  grazing  area  can  be  found.  Management  will 
conform  to  ACEC  goals  and  requirements  for  candidate  species 
habitat. 

100-95)  Please  see  response  79-7. 

100-96)  Your  comment  has  been  considered  in  the  final  plan. 

1 00-97)  We  believe  our  area-wide  Alternative  4  decision  to  maintain  95% 
of  the  previous  10  year  mean  monthly  flow,  or  95%  of  the 
existing  flow,  whichever  is  greater,  will  prevent  significant  impacts 
to  natural  resources. 

100-98)  The  upcoming  activity  plan  would  identify  those  recreation  uses 
and  developments  that  are  compatible  with  the  RMP's  long  term 
prescriptions  for  the  Slinkard  ACEC. 

Please  see  response  45-1 0  for  further  information. 

100-99)  We  appreciate  your  concern  with  the  Conway  Summit  ACEC. 


100-100,104)    Please  see  response  93-25.  The  Conway  Summit  ACEC 
totals  approximately  2700  acres. 

100-101)   Thank  you;  your  comment  has  been  noted  and  documented. 

1 00-1 02)  The  wording  has  been  changed  to  "candidate  species  habitat". 
The  species  in  question  is  the  Travertine  band-thigh  diving 
beetle. 

100-103)  The  Green  Creek  AMP  was  identified  under  the  grazing  EIS 
and  the  MFP. 

1 00-1 05)  A  geothermal  leasing  withdrawal  is  proposed  for  the  Travertine 
Hot  Springs  area  as  part  of  the  ACEC  (see  Bridgeport  Valley 
Management  Area,  Alternative  4).  The  geothermal  source 
associated  with  these  springs  is  currently  under  lease,  the 
development  of  which  will  not  be  affected  by  proposed  leasing 
withdrawals. 

1 00-1 06)  If  these  "old  growth  trees"  are  found  to  be  on  Bureau  lands,  an 
inventory  of  the  site  would  be  necessary  before  any  special 
consideration  could  be  given. 

100-107)   Thank  you  for  your  support  of  these  withdrawals. 

1 00-1 08)   Thank  you  for  your  support. 

100-109)  We  appreciate  your  concern  with  stream  restoration.  Your 
comment  has  been  considered  in  the  final  plan. 

100-109A)  Implementation  will  be  addressed  as  part  of  the  upcoming 
Bodie  Hills  off-highway  vehicle  designation  process.  With  the 
Bodie  Hills  CRM  technical  review  team,  we  will  identify 
measures  including  signing,  law  enforcement,  education,  etc. 
Please  also  see  the  general  response  for  OHV  management. 

100-110)  The  primary  benefits  to  wildlife  habitat  in  the  area  will  result 
from  the  decision  to  eliminate  grazing  on  the  Copper  Mountain 
Allotment.  ACEC  designation  was  not  required  to  carry  this 
decision  forward  into  the  proposed  action. 
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1 00-1 1 1 )    Please  see  response  1 00-33. 

100-112)  We  consider  final  plan  decisions  regarding  goals  of  desired 
plant  communities,  yearlong  protection  of  streams  (riparian 
areas),  and  SOPs  for  soil  and  water  adequate  to  protect  water 
quality. 

100-113)  We  believe  that  BLM  has  the  responsibility  to  impose 
environmental  restrictions  to  protect  important  resources.  This 
is  what  we  are  attempting  to  do.  See  general  Bodie  response 
for  an  explanation  of  the  entire  situation. 

1 00-1 1 4)  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  activity  plan  process  is  the 
most  appropriate  context  for  input  regarding  road  reroutes. 

1 00-1 1 5)  These  are  separate  standards  and  guidelines  which  would  be 
established  after  completion  of  the  RMP.  We  are  redefining 
what  is  unnecessary  and  undue  to  reflect  a  resource 
viewpoint. 

100-1 16)  Mining  activities  within  the  WSAs  are  already  guided  by  CFR 
3802. 

1 00-1 1 7)  Our  intent  is  to  provide  guidelines  for  management  of  the  area. 
Decisions  on  actual  proposed  projects  will  be  dependent  upon 
the  BLM  manager.  See  general  Bodie  response  which 
addresses  these  concerns. 

100-118,119)  Under  the  proposed  action,  the  numerous  prescribed 
resource  standards  such  as  yearlong/seasonal  protection, 
visual  resource  management,  desired  plant  community 
objectives,  etc.  would  direct  any  proposed  recreation 
program  developments. 

100-120,121,122)  Thank  you  for  your  comments. 

100-123)  The  decadent  vegetation  is  in  Trench  Canyon.  Herbicides 
would  not  be  used.  Burning  is  the  preferred  method  of 
vegetation  removal  in  this  area. 


100-124)    Please  see  response  90-2. 

100-125)  These  maps  were  printed  in  the  grazing  EISs  and  were 
considered  for  the  draft  RMP,  but  it  was  determined  that  an 
allotment  map  would  not  contribute  significantly  to  the  RMP 
analysis. 

The  Larkin  Lake  allotment  is  located  NE  of  Trench  Canyon  in 
Mono  Sand  Flat  and  has  320  acres  of  public  land.  The 
removal  of  grazing  in  this  area  was  identified  in  the  Bodie- 
Coleville  grazing  EIS  and  the  Management  Framework  Plan 
(MFP).  The  final  RMP  directs  that  grazing  will  be  authorized  at 
Larkin  Lake  only  to  maintain  waterfowl  habitat. 

100-126)   Thank  you  for  your  support  for  Dry  Creek. 

100-127)  A  scenic  easement  is  defined  as  follows:  a  partial  interest  in 
real  property  that  limits  the  use  of  that  property  so  as  to 
protect  scenic  values. 

1 00-1 28)   We  appreciate  your  comment. 

100-129)  The  Interagency  Off-Highway  Vehicle  Study  has  tentatively 
prescribed  vehicle  route  designations  and  subsequent 
management  that  would  accomplish  these  objectives  in  the 
Granite  Mountain  Management  Area. 

100-130)  Your  comment  has  been  noted  and  considered.  Please  see 
response  90-2. 

100-131)   Thank  you;  your  comment  has  been  noted  and  documented. 

100-132)    We  appreciate  your  comment. 

100-133)  Our  recreation  prescription  for  the  management  area  is 
designed  to  promote  dispersed  recreation  opportunities  with 
few  recreational  developments. 
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100-134,135)  Please  see  responses  92-38  and  100-32.  The  impact 
statement  has  been  modified  in  the  final  RMP  to  be 
consistent  with  the  RMP  recreation  prescriptions. 

100-136)   Thank  you.  Your  comment  has  been  noted  and  documented. 

100-137)   See  the  general  response  for  geothermal  (p.5-15). 

100-138)  Designations  for  the  south  Volcanic  Tableland  were  made  in 
the  Interagency  High  Desert  Off-Highway  Vehicle  Plan.  The 
plan  calls  for  certain  road  closures  in  this  area  which  enhance 
semi-primitive  non-motorized  opportunities.  To  the  south  of 
the  Casa  Diablo  Road,  the  plan  calls  for  the  evaluation  of  one 
proposed  new  single  track  route.  This  decision  was  made 
with  the  concurrence  of  the  citizens'  technical  review  team 
prior  to  initiation  of  the  RMP.  A  separate  site  specific 
environmental  assessment  would  be  required.  Please  see 
Chapter  2  (Benton  Management  Area  Rationale)  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information. 

100-139)  Your  support  for  our  proposals  to  protect  critical  plant  and 
animal  habitats  in  the  Fish  Slough  area  has  been  noted. 
These  proposals  remain  as  decisions  in  the  proposed  action. 

1 00-1 40)   See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals. 

100-141)  This  was  considered.  We  have  neither  the  funds  nor 
manpower  to  do  so  and  the  situation  is  not  likely  to  change. 

100-142)    See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals. 

100-143)  We  are  currently  developing  environmental  educational 
materials  with  the  county  to  be  used  in  a  classroom  setting. 
Please  see  response  100-87. 

100-144)    See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals. 

100-145)    Please  see  response  100-2. 


100-146)  In  the  Bishop  Resource  Area,  bristlecone  pine  are  found  only 
within  the  proposed  boundary  of  the  Keynot  Peak  ACEC.  As 
a  result,  campfires  will  be  prohibited  in  all  bristlecone  pine 
forests  in  the  resource  area.  Your  thoughts  on  priority  will  be 
considered  when  we  begin  our  efforts  to  develop  management 
plans  for  individual  ACECs. 

100-147)   We  appreciate  your  comment. 

100-148)  Water  development  in  the  Inyo  Mountains  would  involve  only 
installation  of  artificial  water  collection  systems  for  rain  water 
or  snowmelt  in  a  very  localized  area  and  would  not  occur  to 
the  detriment  to  any  species  of  management  concern. 

100-149)  Your  comments  have  been  noted  on  withdrawing  minerals  to 
protect  recreation  values.  The  withdrawal  action,  however, 
only  affects  the  staking  and  recordation  of  new  claims. 
Existing  claimants  have  grandfather  rights  to  patent  and  a 
right  to  development  to  the  same  manner  and  degree  as  on 
lands  not  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry. 

There  are  ways  to  protect  wildlife  and  wild  plant  habitat  other 
than  through  a  withdrawal.  Site-specific  stipulation,  mitigation 
and  compliance  inspection  can  adequately  protect  these 
resources  and  at  the  same  time  permit  exploration  and 
development  of  mineral  deposits. 

100-150)  We  agree.  We  will  look  at  the  overall  management  situation 
for  the  area  when  it  is  designated  wilderness. 

100-151)   See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals. 

1 00-1 52)  The  term  is  "riparian  comparison  area."  A  riparian  comparison 
area,  in  this  instance,  provides  a  site  on  Ash  Creek  which  has 
been  totally  excluded  from  any  consumptive  use  of  the 
vegetation  since  August,  1 983.  The  results  of  this  exclusion 
are  available  for  comparison  to  other  streamside  vegetation  in 
the  Owens  Valley. 
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1 00-1 53)  We  believe  that  an  additional  transmission  line  within  the  same 
scale  of  existing  lines  would  have  little  additional  visual  impact. 
Nonetheless,  any  future  transmission  line  project  would 
undergo  a  site-specific  environmental  analysis  in  which  visual 
impacts  would  be  closely  evaluated.  Your  support  for  a  VRM 
Class  II  has  been  noted  and  considered  for  the  final  RMP. 

100-154)  Utility  companies  have  indicated  that  the  demand  for  more 
electricity  to  meet  projected  population  growth  in  southern 
California  will  most  probably  be  met  by  new  generation 
sources  located  in  Nevada  and  Utah.  A  new  east-west 
corridor  in  this  part  of  the  State  would  most  likely  be  used  to 
transmit  electricity  from  central  and  north-central  Nevada 
generation  sources  to  southern  California.  However,  neither 
the  BLM  nor  the  Forest  Service  has  yet  received  a  project 
proposal  that  identifies  a  specific  source  of  power  generation. 
When  a  proposal  is  submitted,  it  will  be  evaluated  in  a 
separate  EIS  that  will  consider  the  impacts  of  its  entire 
alignment,  from  the  source  of  generation  to  the  point  at  which 
the  electricity  is  distributed  and  used. 

100-155)  The  beneficiaries  of  system  reliability  could  potentially  be  any 
electrical  customer  in  the  western  U.S.  grid  system,  including 
residents  of  the  eastern  Sierra.  Use  of  federal  lands  for  large 
transmission  lines  must  be  justified  in  terms  of  the  need  for 
such  a  use  on  federal  lands,  and  how  the  public's  best 
interest  is  served  in  authorizing  that  use.  In  making  that 
determination,  land  management  agencies  must  consider  the 
public  at  large  (federal  lands  are  owned  by  all  the  public),  not 
only  the  residents  of  a  particular  area. 

100-156)  Based  upon  current  resource  inventories  and  values  of  the 
Soldier  Canyon  area,  none  of  the  estimated  impacts  of 
transmission  lines  through  the  Soldier  Canyon  area  are 
considered  to  be  unacceptable.  See  also  the  Impacts  of 
Corridor  Area  Designation  section  of  the  general  response  for 
the  corridor  study. 

100-157)  Only  a  very  small  portion  (approximately  600  acres)  of  the 
northeast  corner  of  the  Soldier  Canyon  Alternative  Corridor 


Area  includes  lands  within  an  area  proposed  as  a  possible 
bighorn  sheep  reintroduction  site.  See  the  Impacts  of  Corridor 
Area  Designation  and  the  Impacts  to  Adjacent  Jurisdictional 
Areas  sections  of  the  general  response  for  the  corridor  study. 

1 00-1 58)  The  Affected  Environment  section  has  been  rewritten  to  more 
accurately  reflect  the  known  occurrence  of  and  estimated 
impacts  to  cultural  resources  in  each  of  the  east-west 
alternative  corridor  areas. 

1 00-1 59)  Impacts  to  wildlife  are  professional  judgments  based  upon  the 
known  occurrence  and  range  of  wildlife  species  in  each  of  the 
east-west  alternative  areas.  Site-specific  wildlife  studies  will  be 
completed  upon  receipt  of  the  first  application  for  a 
right-of-way  through  the  Soldier  Canyon  area  to  more 
specifically  determine  wildlife  habitat  and  use  of  the  area, 
impacts  to  wildlife  resources,  and  measures  that  could  be 
implemented  to  mitigate  those  impacts. 

100-160)  See  the  Impacts  of  Corridor  Area  Designation  section  of  the 
general  response  for  the  corridor  study. 

100-161)   This  should  have  referred  to  Table  S-2  (pages  12-15,  draft). 

100-162)  Many  changes  have  been  made  in  this  table,  some  in 
response  to  your  comments. 

100-163)  The  Golden  Gate  Mine  is  in  the  Coleville  Planning  Area.  We 
agree  that  mineral  potential  maps  are  needed.  These  are 
provided  in  the  final  RMP. 

100-164)  The  last  sentence  for  the  summary  statement  (wildlife, 
Alternative  4)  on  p.93  of  the  draft  should  have  read:  "Loss  of 
up  to  18%  (9  acres)  of  riparian  vegetation  possible  over  20 
years,  would  be  partially  offset  by  riparian  quality  improvement 
on  8  acres."  There  is  no  diversion  planned  or  proposed  to  this 
office.  Should  a  proposal  for  water  diversion  be  offered  our 
intent  would  be  to  prevent  any  damage  or  loss  to  riparian 
vegetation.  Also  see  the  area-wide  decision  regarding  "no  net 
loss." 
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1 00-1 65)  The  minerals  sections  of  the  final  have  been  rewritten  to  clarify 
this.  The  term  "effective  withdrawal"  has  been  removed.  These 
figures  were  developed  prior  to  completion  of  the  GIS  analysis. 
They  have  been  corrected  in  the  final,  and  a  basis  given  for 
the  figures. 

100-166)  Private  lands  are  not  bound  by  VRM  restrictions  on  adjacent 
BLM  land. 

100-167)  The  species  are  Travertine  band-thigh  diving  beetle,  Sierra 
Nevada  red  fox,  California  wolverine  and  Mono  buckwheat. 

100-168)   See  response  100-165. 

100-169)  Numerous  factors  are  considered  in  determining  impacts: 
estimated  summer  deer  density,  sage  grouse  density,  trout 
standing  crop,  potential  response  of  wildlife  populations  to  the 
various  decisions  in  Alternative  4. 

100-170)  The  draft  RMP  on  p.  136  identifies  the  Potato  Peak  area  as 
likely  to  experience  exploration  and  development.  In  the  past 
there  has  been  some  exploration  in  the  area  and  it  is  believed 
that  development  potential  exists. 

100-171)  This  was  another  error  whereby  impacts  were  not  properly 
carried  forward  to  the  table. 

1 00-1 72)  This  has  been  changed.  There  is  no  such  thing  as  "effectively 
withdrawn."  An  area  is  either  open  or  closed  to  mineral  entry. 
See  general  Bodie  response  for  explanation. 

100-173)   Chemical  spraying  is  not  proposed  in  the  final. 

1 00-1 74)    Please  refer  to  response  1 00-1 69. 

100-175)  The  proposed  three  mile  buffer  zone  around  the  Mono  Basin 
National  Scenic  Area  prohibiting  geothermal  and  salable 
mineral  development  was  dropped  from  Alternative  3.  Its 
discussion  in  the  Alternative  4  rationales  of  the  draft  RMP  is  in 
error,  and  corrections  have  been  made. 


1 00-1 76)  The  emphasis  in  terms  of  overall  management  was  different  for 
Alternatives  1  &  2  when  compared  to  Alternatives  3  &  4.  The 
latter  alternatives  focused  on  proactive  management  for  a 
large  area  of  the  Volcanic  Tableland,  including  Fish  Slough. 
The  former  alternatives,  under  more  reactive  or  custodial 
management,  focused  on  Fish  Slough  as  a  geographically 
smaller,  more  manageable  area. 

100-177)  The  springs  are  located  in  the  general  vicinity  of  Little  Alkali 
Lake.  Two  species  of  management  concern  (Owens  speckled 
dace  and  Great  Basin  springsnail)  could  potentially  be  affected 
at  1  spring. 

100-178)  Astragalus  iohnannis  howellii  and  Astragalus  monoensis  occur 
on  30%  of  the  public  land  in  the  Long  Valley  MA.  It  is  possible 
that  locatable  mineral  development  would  destroy  some 
individual  plants  within  these  populations.  If  mitigation  would 
not  prohibit  adverse  impacts,  then  consultation  with  USFWS 
and  CDF&G  would  be  required. 

Recreational  development  will  be  pursued  so  as  not  to 
adversely  impact  sensitive  species. 

100-179)   See  the  general  response  for  minerals,  items  2  and  6. 

100-180)  The  Owens  speckled  dace,  Owens  pupfish  and  Owens  tui 
chub  would  be  placed  in  new  refugia  on  Bureau  land.  Habitat 
or  populations)  for  Townsend  big  eared  bat,  Mt.  Lyell 
salamander,  Great  Basin  springsnail,  Owens  speckled  dace, 
and  the  plant,  July  gold  could  be  negatively  affected. 

100-181)    Owens  tui  chub  and  Owens  pupfish. 

1 00-1 82)  The  comparison  of  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  east-west 
alternative  corridor  areas  considered  can  be  found  in  Table 
S-2  (pages  12-15)  and  in  Chapter  4  (pages  206-210),  draft 
RMP.  These  sections  have  been  rewritten. 

100-183)  We  have  modified  the  sentence  to  be  more  definitive  in 
Appendix  6  of  the  final  RMP. 
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1 00-1 84)  We  have  added  hiking  to  the  list  of  recreational  activities  in  the 
resource  area  for  the  final  RMP.  Please  see  Chapter  3  for 
further  information. 

100-185}  Please  refer  to  response  93-3.  Candidate  animal  species 
lacking  complete  inventories  are  the  Owens  sand  dune  snout 
beetle,  Travertine  band-thigh  diving  beetle,  Owens  Valley 
California  vole  and  Pacific  western  big-eared  bat. 

1 00-1 86)  Condition  of  streams  is  determined  from  a  large  set  of  physical 
stream  measurements  found  in  our  methodology  for  intensive 
stream  monitoring  (part  of  the  public  record). 

Stream  data  from  both  time  periods  were  compared  to 
delineate  where  change  in  condition  had  occurred  on  a 
particular  stream.  The  current  condition  of  total  stream  miles 
in  the  resource  area  is  given  on  p.129,  draft  RMP. 

Stream  restoration  is  still  needed  in  many  of  those  areas  found 
in  poor-fair  condition  in  1 978. 

100-187)  Bodie  Creek  water  quality  data  were  collected  in  1984  and 
1 985.  Past  mining  activity  was  the  cause  for  these  elements 
being  present.  In  1990  a  hazardous  materials  contractor 
conducted  tests  to  determine  whether  a  contamination 
problem  exists  and  what  action,  if  any,  is  needed.  The  report 
is  due  to  be  completed  later  this  year. 

100-188)  Sediment  pollution  (caused  by  upstream  erosion,  in  our 
opinion)  will  be  reduced  through  implementation  of  our  DPC 
and  related  decisions.  Also  refer  to  response  51-6. 

1 00-1 89)    See  table  3-1 ,  final  RMP. 

1 00-1 90)    Please  see  response  1 00-1 9. 

100-191)  Please  refer  to  p.  134  of  the  draft  RMP  (Riparian)  for  the 
answer  to  your  question. 

1 00-1 92)    See  response  1 00-1 1 . 


100-193)    Your  comment  has  been  noted  and  documented. 

1 00-1 94)    Please  see  response  1 00-1 63. 

1 00-1 95)  The  withdrawal  revisions  we  are  proposing  apply  only  to  BLM 
lands  in  the  Bishop  Resource  Area  -  we  are  not  proposing  that 
any  National  Forest  Lands  be  included. 

100-196)    Please  see  the  "Grazing"  general  response  in  Chapter  5. 

1 00-1 97)    Please  refer  to  response  1 00-1 67. 

100-198)  The  Dog  Creek  AMP  was  written  in  1989  and  was  based  on 
correcting  problems  associated  with  riparian  and  aspen 
groves.  Two  grazing  seasons  is  not  enough  time  to  produce 
significant  improvements.  The  management  in  Green  Creek 
was  changed  in  1986  to  improve  livestock  distribution.  An 
AMP  will  be  written  for  Green  Creek  which  will  fine  tune  the 
existing  management  and  address  riparian  areas  and  aspen 
groves. 

100-199)  The  exact  locations  of  these  species  are  mapped  and  are 
available  for  public  review  in  the  Bishop  Area  Office.  In 
general,  these  species  are  located  near  Mormon  Meadow,  Dry 
Lakes  Plateau  dirt  road,  4-way  intersection  of  Masonic/Geiger 
Grade/Half  Way  Camp/Aurora  roads,  Bodie  road  east  of  town, 
and  Bridgeport  Reservoir. 

100-200)  The  impact  is  from  animals  actually  grazing  the  plants  and/or 
trampling.  The  degradation  of  sensitive  species  habitat  by 
grazing  cited  on  p.  136  does  not  apply  to  all  sixteen  sensitive 
species  and  does  not  mean  that  species  populations  are 
being  lost.  The  BLM  will  continue  to  mitigate  these  impacts, 
mainly  through  improved  livestock  management  and 
exclosures.  There  appear  to  be  no  changes  in  the 
populations  as  a  result  of  these  impacts. 
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There  are  two  mistakes  in  the  description  on  p.  153.  The 
adverse  impact  is  from  road  maintenance,  not  livestock 
grazing.  The  impact  was  the  loss  of  a  population  of 
Erioqonum  ampullaceum  located  along  a  road  in  Adobe 
Valley.  The  road  was  accidentally  graded.  The  population 
was  considered  to  be  lost,  but  in  1990  individual  plants  were 
found  within  the  same  graded  area.  It  appears  that  the 
population  will  recover.  Wild  horses  are  not  impacting 
Calochortus  excavatus  or  Eriogonum  ampullaceum. 

100-201)  Wilderness  restrictions,  local  use  patterns,  professional 
judgement,  and  recent  surveys  of  mountain  biker  preferences 
contributed  to  the  demand  observation  for  trail  riding 
opportunities.  The  upcoming  recreation  activity  plan  would 
evaluate  this  need  further. 

1 00-202)  Hiking  has  been  added  to  the  list  in  Appendix  6  of  the  final 
RMP. 

100-203)  The  "several  factors"  are,  generally,  the  result  of  natural 
circumstances  for  the  habitats  the  species  occupy.  The  two 
exceptions  are  the  Owens  speckled  dace  and  O.  pupfish 
which  have  been  greatly  diminished  in  occupied  habitat  due 
to  water  diversion,  exotic  fish  introductions,  etc. 

100-204)  The  statement  is  based  upon  annual  observations  of  wild 
horse  use  by  agency  personnel,  and  not  supported  by 
scientific  monitoring  methods. 

100-205)   See  response  100-158. 

100-206)  The  Queen  Valley  Alternative  Corridor  Area  does  not 
encompass  any  portion  of  WSA  CA-01 0-075. 

1 00-207)   The  description  of  the  Queen  Valley  area  has  been  rewritten. 

1 00-208)  Isolated  populations  of  Eriogonum  ampullaceum  are  scattered 
throughout  Benton  Valley  and  are  mentioned  due  to  proximity. 

1 00-209)    See  response  39-2. 


100-210)  The  occurrence  of  a  few  small  springs  in  the  Soldier  Canyon 
Alternative  Corridor  Area  has  been  noted  in  the  final 
document. 

100-21 1)  The  species  of  known  sensitive  plants  that  occur  within  each 
alternative  corridor  area  are  cited  in  the  final  RMP. 

100-212)  Major  portions  of  the  impact  analysis  have  been  revised  to 
increase  its  specificity.  See  Chapter  4. 

100-213)  The  planning  team  decided  not  to  describe  irreversible  and 
irretrievable  commitments  of  resources  in  a  special  section. 
Rather,  it  was  decided  to  consider  that  and  related  topics 
(unavoidable  adverse  impacts  and  the  relationship  between 
short-term  use  and  long-term  productivity)  during  the  impact 
analysis  and  describe  them  as  appropriate  throughout  the 
analysis.  Because  a  resource  management  plan  provides  a 
framework  for  future  management  (rather  than  determining 
specific  on-the-ground  actions)  and  because  it  can  be 
amended  fairly  easily,  such  plans  generally  do  not  involve 
irreversible  commitments  of  resources. 

100-214)  If  future  energy  disruptions  result  in  renewed  interest  in 
geothermal  leasing  and  economic  incentives,  the  plan  would 
be  amended  to  accommodate  development  and  leasing.  Any 
plan  amendment  would  be  accompanied  by  full  NEPA 
documentation. 

100-215)  We  share  your  concern  for  soils  and  water  quality.  However, 
there  were  no  techniques  available  to  us  to  analyze  these 
impacts  in  a  way  that  would  help  with  alternative  selection. 
Potential  impacts  to  these  resources  would  be  mitigated  by 
Standard  Operating  Procedures  and  Best  Management 
Practices. 

100-216)    Please  see  general  response  for  geothermal. 

1 00-21 7)    Please  see  response  55-1 4. 
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100-218)  "Protective  management"  generally  refers  to  yearlong  and 
seasonal  protection  decisions.  Examples  of  "special 
management"  would  include  DPC  management  and  similar 
activities.  The  species/populations  affected  would  be:  Owens 
speckled  dace,  2  populations;  Inyo  Mountains  slender 
salamander,  1  population;  Owens  sand  dune  snout  beetle,  1 
population;  Pacific  western  big-eared  bat,  10  populations. 

1 00-21 9)    Please  see  responses  54-4  and  55-1 8. 

100-220,221,222)   See  the  "Grazing"  section  of  Chapter  4,  final  RMP. 

1 00-223)  The  reference  to  the  Conway  Ranch  was  made  to  support  the 
idea  that  permittees  have  operations  that  extend  over 
numerous  legal  boundaries  and  that  are  directly  affected  when 
management  within  a  legal  boundary  is  substantially  changed. 

The  Conway  Ranch  meadow  is  a  high  production  forage  area 
grazed  by  this  permittee  and  is  used  in  conjunction  with  two 
adjacent  BLM  allotments.  The  area  provides  forage  from  early 
summer  to  fall  and  is  also  used  as  a  base  for  the  operation 
during  the  summer  months.  Loss  of  this  area,  although  private 
land,  would  be  a  substantial  negative  impact  to  this  operator. 

100-224)  See  response  91-14.  Without  a  specific  proposal  that 
identifies  the  source  of  electrical  generation,  and  specifically 
identified  alternative  routes  if  transmission  lines  were  not 
allowed  into  the  Owens  Valley,  the  impact  analysis  of  the  No 
Action,  No  East-West  Corridor  Alternative  must  be  addressed 
in  general  terms,  as  it  is  in  the  draft  RMP. 
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Robert  J.  Miller 
1858  Durillo  Ct . 
Fremont , Ca . 94539 
(415)  656-2488 
FAX:  (488)  733-3378 

Mr.  Michael  A. Ferguson,  Area  Manager 

United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Bishop  Resource  Area  787  North  Main  Street, Suite  P 

Bishop, Cal i fornia  93514-2498 

Subject :Comments"  Draft  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan 
and  E . I . S  " 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson 

I  wish  to  thank  you  for  the  FAX  reply,  by  Mr.  Holden 
Brink  to  my  Certified  letter.  It  confirmed  my  impression  that 
transcripts  are  not  taken  at  BLM  public  meetings  for  the 
benefit  of  Citizens  not  able  to  attend.  The  term  "They  are 
not  hearings"  may  be  semantic  and  grammatically  corrects  but 
the  exchange  of  ideas  and  divergent  thoughts  are  very  much  a 
part  of  our  Great  Democracy  and  transcripts  should  be  made. 

In  the  capacity  of  a  CEO  of  a  Mining  Corporation,  a  co- 
partner and  an  individual  property  owner  in"  THE  BODIE  BOWL" 
I  have,  mucked,  blasted,  and   timbered  over  1588  feet  of 
tunnel   as"  The  Prudent  Miner"   the  past  28  years  and 
consider  myself  and  my  endeavors  part  of  History  of  Bodie. 
I  respectfully  submit   the  following  comments. 

1.  There  seems  to  be  a  total  lack  of  concern  for 
Mining  and  Grazing  interests  as  there  is  not  one  person  in 
your  List  of  Preparers  come  from  the  Private  Sector,  an 
omission  that  I  hope  will  be  corrected. 

2.  I  Question  the  BLM * s   documentation  leading  to  the 
justification  for  BLM  designating  THE  BODIE  BOWL  a  ACEC . 

3.  Your  Alternative  1.2.3.&  4  Definitions  for  the  Bodie 
Bowl  are  in  direct  controversy  with  certain  statutes  in 
The  Mining  Laws  of  1856 , 1872 , and  The  Federal  Land  Policy 
Management  of  1976,  of  which  most  of  1856  are  laws  are   still 
in  effect,  and  that  Unpatented  Claims  have  Private  Property 
Rights,  and  that  no  conditions  are  to  be  imposed  on  mining  or 
other  Constitutional  Rights. 

4.  I  personally  have  a  great  deal  of  my  labor, time  and 
money  invested   in   Bodie,  California  and  the  BLM  Draft  of 

'■  Recreational  Redundancy"   is  almost  to  the  point  of  being 
1 udi  crous . 
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Page  2 

Robert  J.  Miller 
I860  Duri 1 lo  Ct . 
Fremont , Ca . 94539 
(415)  656-2488 
PAX  (488)  733-3378 


\o\-z 


5  Th 
have  conse 
my  Corpora 
will  be  pu 
Person( thi 
color  of  1 
Immuni  t  i  es 
subject  to 
42, United 
18,  United 
up  to  $  1 


action  that  are  proposed  by  the  BLM  may  adversely 
quence  on  me,  as  an  individual,  a  co-partner  and 
te  interests,  and  Legal  action  to  protect  my  rights 
rsued  if  damaged;  under  the  following,   Every 
s  includes  every  government  official)  who  under 
aw, deprives  any  Citizen  of  Rights ,Privi 1 eges , or 
secured  by  the  United  States  Constitution  is 
civil  and/or  criminal  penalties  pursuant  to  Title 
States  Code. Section  1983 , 1985 , and  1986  and/or  Title 
States  Code  Section  241  and  242.  Penal  t  ies  .  include 
,888  fine  and/or  18  years  in  prison  or  both. 


Yours,    truly 


cS^torxM^Q^. 


Robert    J.    Miller 


Copy  .'District    Manager/BLM 
wr/r jm 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  101  (Robert  J.  Miller) 

101-1)  Please  see  the  general  Bodie  response  (p.5-5).  It  addresses 
your  concerns. 

101  -2)  The  RMP  may  be  protested  to  both  the  State  Director  and  to  the 
Secretary  of  Interior.  Any  decisions  related  to  plans  of  operation 
for  mining  activity  may  be  appealed  through  the  State  Director 
and  the  Interior  Board  of  Land  Appeals.  If  a  decision  related  to 
a  plan  of  operations  is  damaging  to  an  operator,  the  authorized 
officer  is  not  subject  to  criminal  nor  civil  penalties  unless  he  does 
so  to  further  personal  ends  not  in  the  public  interest 
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OREO  FIRMAN 

1981  CHAMBERS  DR. 

SAN  JOSE,  CA.  99118 

U.S.  DEPT.  OF  INTERIOR 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGMENT 
BISHOP  RESORCE  AREA 
787  N.  MAIN  ST. ,  SUITE  P 
BISHOP,  CA.  93S14 

ATTN:  MICHAEL  FERGUSON,  AREA  MANABER. 

RE:  RMP  AND  EIS  FOR  THE  BISHOP  RESOURCE  AREA,  BODIE  HILLS  MINERAL 
DEVELOPMENT. 

DEAR  SIR, 
I  HAVE  RECEIVED  AND  REVIEWED  THE  DRAFT  PLAN  BOOKLET  AND 
ACCOMPANYING  INFORMATION.  I  AM  PARTICULARLY  INTERESTED  IN  THE 
BODIE  HILLS  AREA  AS  I  HAVE  SEVERAL  MINING  CLAIMS  ADJACENT  TO  THE 
STATE  PARK.  I  HAVE  8PENT  A  GREAT  DEAL  OF  TIME  STUDYING  THIS  AREA 
BOTH  PHYSICALLY  AND  HISTORICALLY  AND  I  AM  COMPELLED  TO  POINT  OUT 
THE  MOST  OBVIOUS  OF  FACTS.  THE  PROPOSES  RMP  SEEKS  TO  PROTECT 
BODIE  HILLS  AND  BODIE  STATE  PARK  PROM  MINING,  IF  IT  WAS  NOT  FOR 
MINING  THERE  WOULD  BE  NOTHING  TO  PROTECT.  THIS  ENTIRE  AREA  IS  OF 
INTEREST  ONLY  BECAUSE  OF  THB  BXTEN8IVE  MINING  THAT  WAS  DONE  HERE 
IN  THE  PAST.  THERE  IS  VERY  LITTLE  ELSE  HERE  THAT  WOULD  ATTRACT 
ANY   VISITORS. 


I02.-I 


TO  SAY  THAT  THIS  AREA  IS  SPECIAL  AND  SHOULD  BE  PRESERVED  IS 
RIDICULOUS  AND  I  DOUBT  IF  ANY  OF  THE  PEOPLE  INVOLVED  IN  PREPARING 
THIS  REPORT  HAVE  SPENT  ANY  SIBNIFICANT  TIME  STAYING  IN  THIS  AREA. 
THE  ONLY  THING  WORTH  SAVING  IN  THIS  AREA  IS  THE  TOWN  OF  BODIE  AND 
IT  IS  PRESERVED  AS  A  8TATE  PARK.  AND  I  MIGHT  ADD  THAT  THE  BODIE 
TOWN  SIGHT  WAS  DONATED  BY  MR. CAIN  TO  THE  STATE  WITH  THE  PROVISION 
THAT  MINING  WOULD  CONTINUE  IN  AND  AROUND  THE  TOWN  SIGHT.  NONE  OF 
THE  PROPOSED  MINING  WOULD  DAMAGE  ANY  PARK  PROPERTY  OR  INTERFERE 
WITH  ITS  OPERATIONS.   ACTUALLY  IT  WOULD  PROBABLY  BE  AN  ADDED 
ATTRACTION  TO  VISITORS  TO  SEE  HOW  MINING  WAS  DONE  IN  THE  PAST  AS 
COMPARED  TO  A  MODERN  OPERATION.  I  FEEL  THAT  RENEWED  MINING  IN  THE 
BODIE  HILLS  OF  THE  SIZE  AND  SCOPE  AS  PROPOSED  BY  GALACTIC,  I.E. 
BODIE  CONSOLIDATED  MINING,  WOULD  GREATLY  BENEFIT  ALL  LOCALE  CITY 
AND  COUNTY  ECONOMIES. 

THE  PROPOSED  ACEC  FOR  BODIE  HILLS  TOTALLY  DISREGARD  THE  PROPERTY 
RIGHTS  OF  LAND  OWNERS  AND  CONFLICTS  WITH  MINING  STATUTES  THAT  CAN 
ONLY  BE  CHANGED  BY  AN  ACT  OF  CONGRESS. 

I  HAVE  SPENT  A  LOT  OF  PERSONAL  TIME,  EFFORT  AND  MONEY  DEVELOPING 
THESE  CLAIMS  AND  I  FEAR  THAT  YOUR  CURRENT  RMP  OR  ITS  ALTERNATIVES 
WILL  ERADICATE  ALL  OF  MY  CLAIMS  AND  WORK.  IF  THIS  HAPPENS  I  WILL 
SEEK  FULL  COMPENSATION  FOR  ALL  OF  MY  LOSSES  PLUS  DAMAGES.  I  WILL 
DO  THIS  THRU  A  CLASS  ACTION  SUIT  FILED  WITH  ALL  OTHER  CLAIM 
OWNERS  THAT  CARE  TO  PARTICIPATE. 
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THE  FOLLOWING  SIGNATURES  ARE  OTHER  CLAIM  OWNERS  THAT  HAVE  READ 
THIS  LETTER  AND  AGREE  WITH  ITS  CONTENT. 

SINCERLV, 


GEORGE  S.  FIRMAN 
ROBERT  J.  MILLER 
H.  STEVE  HOLMBERG 
WILLIAM  BOYNTON 


l^S^f 


HJ^u^ 


t^P^ 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  102  (Greg  Firman) 

102-1)    Please  see  the  general  Bodie  response  (p.5-5),  and  response 
29-8.  These  address  your  concerns. 
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Mn.    Mike.   Fe.Kff.uAon 
Bune.au    of   Land  Management 
Anea  Managen 
BiAhop   Ca, 


I    am    neAponding   to    youn    neaueAt    fon   pukJ.LCComme.ntAC 
the  Buxe.au    of  Land  flana.aeme.nt  '  A    dnc.fi   Ke.AouHce.ftanaae.me.nt 
°'on    (Mf)    and  Lnv inonmental   Impact   Statement    fon    the 
Atenn  Sienna   (DLIU). 


PI 

ea& 


/    have   comment*    on    two    AubAtantlve    U&ueA    and   one. 
policy.    LAAtie. 


ob 
en 


/  feel    compelled   to   pneface   my    commentA    with   a   penAonal 
Aenvation.       Aften    nev iewing    and   commenting   on   dozenA    of 
iv  inonmental    documentA   1    thought    that    I    had   Aee.n    the   entcne 


t  I     naa    Aeen    t/te  enttne 
Apectnum    fnom   good   to    bad.       Howeven,    I   waA   Aadly   mLAtake.n. 
ThU    document   1BLM    -   CA    -   IS    -    90    -  001    -    /6/Oj    la    the.  moAt 
anievouA    example,    of   ganble-de-yook   that   1    have   even 
T -i I      Al-t    „.!.,    J„*.    it    fail    uttenlu    Ln    the.   t( 


anievouA    example    of   ganbie-ae-goon   unax.   i    «»=  y~- 
incountened.    Not    only.    doeA    it    fail    uttenlu    Ln    the.   te.At    of 
intennal    conALAtency    but    it    aUo    faiU    the   teJit    of    LmpantL 
i    ■■■         It    la    oIao    ne.an.ly    unneadable. 


al 


analyAiA . 


fleaAe   keep   me    infonmed   aA    to    the   pnogneAA    of   thiA 
document    and    the   Plan. 


xtA    to    follow   on   page   2. 
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Sincenelu,  . 

tobent    V.    HanniA 
3231   C.   Stneet 
Sacnamento,    Ca.     °58lb 


103-2 


103-3 


My    initial    anea    of   concern    U    the    economic    analyALA. 
Nowhene    in    the   document    could   I    find   the   baAiA    fon    the. 
numbenA    uAed   to    contnaAt    the   pn.efen.ned   altennatLve    to    the. 
leaAt   mining.    intenAe   altennative   (    thiA    iA    the   250    -   500 
iobA    and   the.  billion    to         billion    local    economLC 

genenation   Ahown.    in   table.         ).       1  he    baAiA    fon    theAe   numbenA 
muAt    be   pnoven.  ,     ,  . 

Given   the   fact    that    the   pnefenned   plan   wlII   pnobably 
cauAe   a   public    nuUance,     and   aA    a    neAult   will    degnade    the   amb Lance 
at   Bodie   State   Pank,    and   will    theneby    AubAtantially    unpad 
viAiton    dayA   at    the   pank    and    touniAm   dollanA   Apent    in    the 
negion;    the   amount    of    negional   job    and    income   Ioaa    in    thiA 
Acenanio   muAt    be   Aubtnacted   fnom    the   numbenA    Ahown   fon    the 


pnefe 


id   pic 


My   Aecond 


:enn    iA    the   documentA    abAence    of   analyAiA 
n    concenn    fon    nealiAtic    neauinementA    fon    neclaimation 
bonding..       1   waA    bonn   and    naLAed    in  Montana    and   have 
expenienced   finAt    hand   the   cataAtnophic    env inonmental 
conAeuuenceA    of   unneclaimed   open   pit   mineA.       Bond 
neauinementA   muAt    be   Aet    at    a   level    that    enAuneA    total 
neclamation    of   the   mined   anea.       If  Anaconda   Coppen    could   not 
neclaim    the   Benkley   Pit   will    any   pne.Ae.nt   mining    company    be 
able    to    neclaim    thein   mine? 


My    thind   concenn,    which    iA    a   policy    concenn,    m 
appean    to    be    inappnopniate    fon    diAcuAAion    in   an 
envinonmental    document.       Howeven,     thiA    document   not 
env  inonmental    analyALA    but    oLao    the   pnimany   pianino. 
BLM    actionA    in    thiA    anea.       Thenefone,     it    la    impenat 
thiA    LAAue   be   addneAAed   at    thiA    time.       Aa    the.   BLM    i 
awane,     thene    iA   a   gneat    dealof  public    diAcuAAion    o 
about    the    /S'/'2   mining   law.       I  he    centnal    iAAue    of   th 
diAcuAAion   appeanA    to    be    about    the    conditionA    unden 
the   United   StateA    diApoAeA    of    Ha    pnopeniy    nightA. 
'la    indeed   the   caAe    than    the   moAt   pnudent    counAe    fon 
Buneau    iA    to    be   conAenvative    in    Ha    actionA.       The 
poAAibility    of   futune   diApoAal    iA    not   pnecluded   by 
Buneau    not    allowing   mining   at    the   pneAent    time.       J 
neApectfully    neyueAt    that    -    at    thiA    time    -    the.   Bodi 
withdnawn    fnom   conAide.nation    of   minenal    explanation 
mining. 


ght 

only    an 
tool    fo/i 

tve  that 
we.il 

ccunning. 

La 
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If    that 
the. 

the 

theaefone 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  103  (Robert  W.  Harris) 

103-1)  The  impact  analysis  for  mining  (Chapter  4)  has  been  revised. 
Also  see  the  minerals  general  response  (p.5-13)  and  response 
54-4. 

103-2)  The  issue  of  bonding  will  be  addressed  upon  receipt  of  specific 
plans  of  operation  for  mineral  exploration  or  development.  BLM 
has  recently  established  a  new  bonding  policy  which  requires 
bonds  on  all  plans  of  operation,  up  to  $2,000  an  acre  for  non- 
cyanide  projects.  Notice-level  operations  with  a  history  of  non- 
compliance will  also  have  bonds. 

1 03-3)  The  final  RMP  includes  a  proposed  mineral  withdrawal  within  the 
Bodie  Bowl.  See  Chapter  2  (p.2-22)  and  the  general  Bodie 
response  (p.  5-5). 


503  Indiana  Way 
Alturaa  CA  93*13 


Jan.     1,     1990 


KJM-I 


tOH-Z. 
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Hi chael    Ferguson , 

BLM 

787   N.    Main   St.    No. 

Bishop  Cal  93514 


Th«  Bishop  Plan  must  Make  the  Branite  Mountain  and  the  Bodifl 
Hills  into  federal  wilderness.   It  have  been  in  both  those 
places  and  they  need  to  be  designated  as  wilderness.   If  you 
have  been  there,  you  know  that  they  Meet  all  wilderness 
attributes.   unless  you  have  been  there,  you  are  not  qualified 
to  decide  the  issue. 

The  fire  protection  plan  is  stupid.   Fire  in  these  desert 
oountain  areas  is  not  frequent  and  is  beneficial.   It  does  not 
threaten  anybody.   Fire  has  occurred  naturally  for  thousands  of 
and  the  land  has  survived.   It  is  only  the  fire 
essi  on  and  roads  and  other  devel op tents  that  threaten  one 
last  remaining  places  where  the  effect  of  Man  is  less 
it  and  we  can  protect  a  place  we  have  not  screwed  up. 
_  are  not  many  such  places  left  and  we  have  to  save  whats 
left. 

Finally,  the  plan  should  ban  all  ORV  use  fro*  the  Bishop 
Area.   Once  again,  just  go  and  look  what  ORV* s  do  to  the  land. 
Would  you  want  to  live  in  an  area  where  people  ride  ORV's. 


Jef<?k-  ftletdu)lpr 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  104  (Peter  Alexander) 

1 04-1 )    Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 

104-2)    Please  refer  to  response  45-2. 

1 04-3)    See  general  response  to  comments  on  OHV  management  (p.  5- 
8). 


ios-i 


December  15,  1990 

Bob  Ellis 

3106  Carlsen  St. 

Oakland,  CA  94602 

Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
787  N.  Main  St,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA  93514 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson, 

I  have  read  the  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  and  I  wanted  to  write  this  letter  to 
STRONGLY  state  my  OPPOSITION  to  the  designation  of  Soldier  Canyon  as  a  powerline 
corridor. 

On  this  issue  I  FAVOR  the  NO  ACTION/NO  EAST-WEST  CORRIDOR  ALTERNATIVE. 

I  have  been  hiking  many  times  in  both  the  White  and  Inyo  Mountains  over  the  last 
twenty-five  years.   I  treasure  the  qualities  of  remoteness  and  the  lack  of  impact  by 
present-day  man.   I  enjoy  seeing  a  healthy  native  plant  and  wildlife  community  as  well  as 
geological  aspects  of  the  back  country.   Native  American  as  well  as  19th  century  mining 
activities  are  of  interest  to  me.   All  in  all,  I  love  those  mountains  and  resist  additional 
impact  especially  in  those  fewer  and  fewer  areas  which  are  still  primitive. 

Last  week  a  friend  and  I  hiked  up  Crooked  Road  Canyon  from  the  Waucoba  Road.   We 
marveled  at  the  narrowing  twisting  canyon  with  its  Pre-Cambrian  rocks  and  pinyon- 
juniper  community.   We  stopped  atop  peak  8935  overlooking  the  Soldier  Canyon  divide 
and  tried  to  visualize  a  powerline  marching  over  the  area.   Whether  it  goes  on  the  Soldier 
Canyon-Deep  Springs  side  or  the  Crooked  Road  Canyon-Eureka  Valley  side,  it  will  have  a 
disastrous  effect  on  the  visual  beauty  and  sense  of  remoteness  of  the  area. 

I  urge  you  to  take  that  hike.   I  urge  you  to  encourage  the  Inyo  Forest  Service  people  to 
take  that  hike.   Don't  cave  in  to  the  pressures  of  Los  Angeles  power  needs.   They  will 
always  cry  for  more  even  when  you  have  given  them  all  the  remaining  remote  areas. 
Fight  for  protection  of  those  areas  for  which  you  are  responsibile. 

Thanks  for  listening.   I'll  send  you  another  letter  on  other  aspects  of  the  plan,  many  of 
which  I  applaud. 

NO  NO  NO  ON  THE  EAST- WEST  POWER  CORRIDOR!!! 


Yours  truly, 


•s^5> 


<^X^ 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  105   (Bob  Ellis) 

105-1)  The  corridor  decision  has  been  changed;  please  see  Chapter  2 
(p.2-47)  for  the  revised  decision  and  rationale.  Also  see  the 
general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.5-16). 

Page  21 0  of  the  draft  RMP  states  that  one  of  the  Soldier  Canyon 
Alternative  Corridor  Area's  most  distinctive  values  is  its  relatively 
undisturbed,  natural  character.  It  also  states  that  transmission 
line  corridor  designation  would  significantly  impact  that  natural 
character.  However,  transmission  lines  in  that  portion  within  the 
Inyo  National  Forest  (including  the  Crooked  Road  Canyon  area) 
are  not  precluded  by  the  "Multiple  Resource  Area"  management 
prescription  applied  to  it  in  the  Inyo  National  Forest's  Land  and 
Resource  Management  Plan  (1988). 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  106  (Peter  Holte) 

1 06-1 )    Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 

1 06-2)    Please  see  general  response  to  comments  on  OHV  management 
(p.5-8). 

106-3)    Please  see  the  general  response  for  Bodie  (p.5-5). 


107-1 


107-2. 


107-3 


January  5,  1991 

BISHOP  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 
Mike  Ferguson,  Area  Manager 
787  North  Main  street.  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA   93514 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson, 

Please  consider  increasing  wilderness  acreage  in  the  South  Inyos, 
the  Bodie  Hills,  Volcanic  Tableland  and  the  Granite  Hountain 
Area.   These  are  sensitive  areas  which  deserve  protection. 

A  proposal  in  the  plan  to  do  away  with  "Watershed  withdrawals"  is 
noi  good.   The  watershed  should  be  protected.   Please  keep  the 
existing  withdrawals. 

Please  do  not  create  an  east-west  powerline  corridor  through 
Soldier  Canyon.   Alternate  routes  exist  outside  the  Bishop 
Resource  Area. 

Thank  you  for  considering  the  protection  of  sensitive  plant  and 
animal  species  in  this  plan.  Every  effort  must  be  made  to  save 
the  species  we  still  have  in  an  ever  encroaching  world. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 


Helen  A.  Green 
2001  Yolo  Ave. 
Berkeley,  Ca  94707 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  107  (Helen  A.  Green) 

1 07-1 )  Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 

107-2)    See  general  response  on  watershed  withdrawals  (p.  5-8). 

107-3)  The  corridor  decision  has  been  changed;  please  see  Chapter  2 
(p.2-47)  for  the  revised  decision  and  rationale.  Also  see  the 
general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.5-1 6). 


TQ0-I 


241 1  San  Mateo  St. 
Richmond, CA  94804 
Dec.  26,1990 

Mr.  Hike  Fergfeaon 
BLM  Bishop  Area  Manager 
787  N.  Main  St.,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA  93514 

Dear  Sir, 

During  the  twenty  odd  past  years  I  have  had  occasion  to  niKe, 
swim,  fish,  climb,  camp  in  the  watershed  areas  of  your  district.  I 
have  always  been  pleasantly  to  get  away  from  the  rigors  of  civil  - 
ization  there,  perhaps  taking  up  the  rigors  of  the  outdoor  life. 
What  has  impressed  me  about  this  part  of  our  stata  is  that  it  is  an 
area  of  conrast,  awesome  and  subtle.  I  believe  this  is  one  of  the 
features  to  which  wo  are  drawn. 

Generally  I  choose  to  access  the  Sierra  from  the  east.  Being  ' 
from  Richmond  this  may  be  looked  upon  as  a  labor  of  love.  And  I  keep 
coming  back  for  more.  Why?  Wild  is  wild.  Particularly  in  the  neigh  - 
borhoods  of  Green  Creek,  Virginia  creek.  Even  during  high  use  periods 
I've  been  able  to  enjoy  your  area.  And  I  can't  help  but  think   that 
this  has  been  made  possible  in  no  small  measure  by  a  balance  achieved 
through  your  agency ' s  efforts . 

Beneath  the  scenery  there  is  much  that  does  not  meet  the  eye,  that 
ta»*uninitiated  misses  altogether.  I  should  hope  the  afore  mentioned 
W&&&  £b   well  as  the  Hot,  Atastra,  Dog,  Rough,  Rock,  George,  Indepen  - 
dence  Creeks  and  Fish  slough  achieve  Wild  and  Scenic  status.  I  should 
Ittffle  pEpvisions  can  be  mnade  for  the  public   to  purchase  available 

feperti«£  for  their  conservation  and  stewardship.  We  are  after  all 
Pttl&BJWe  land. 

Very  truly  yours, 


Stephen  Lipinski 


es  Rep.  G.  Miller 
Sen.  A.  Cranston 
Sen.  P.  Wilson 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  108  (Stephen  Lipinski) 
108-1)    Please  see  response  69-7. 


I09-I 


COMMENTS  ON  EIR 


OWENS  VALLEY  MANAGEMENT  AREA 


AS  REGARDS  STREAM  DIVERSIONS. 

NORMALLY  A  5%  STREAM  DIVERSION  MIGHT  BE  ACCEPTABLE.  HOWEVER  IN 
OUR  CASE  WE  HAVE  A  UNIQUE  PROBLEM.   WE  ARE  THE  LAST  PARCEL  OF  LAND 
ON  BIRCH  CREEK,  SOUTH  OF  BIG  PINE  BEFORE  IT  ENTERS  DWP  OWNERSHIP. 
MUCH  OF  BIRCH  CREEK  IS  LEGALLY  DIVERTED  ABOVE  US  AND  THIS  DIVERSION 
FLOWS  BACK  INTO  TINNEMAHA  CREEKf  NOT  BIRCH  CREEK.   THE  FLOW  IN 
OUR  PORTION  OF  BIRCH  CREEK  IS  NOT  LARGE  AND  ANY  %   OF  DECREASE  ABOVE 
US  WOULD  ADVERSLEY  IMPACT  OUR  STREAM  FLOW  TO  A  DEGREE  WHERE  IT 
MIGHT  HARM  FISH  HABITAT. 


FROM:   ROSAMOND  GORHAM 
P.O.  BOX  637 
BIG  PINE  ,  CA.,  93513 
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COMMENTS  ON  THE  EIR 


ALTERNATIVE  3  ,  I  FEEL  BEST  SUITS  THIS  UNIQUE  AREA  IN  WHICH  WE  t 
LIVE.   IT  SHOWS  AN  AWARENESS  OF  THIS  UNIQUENESS,  BY  NOT  ALLOWING 
GROWTH  IN  OUR  VALLEY  OR  MONO  COUNTY  AS  OUR  RELATIVELY  UNSPOILED 
ENVIRONMENT  IS  WHAT  ATTRACTS  PEOPLE  TO  VISIT  AND  VACATION  HERE. 
TO  SELL  BLM  LAND  FOR  DEVELOPMENT  WOULD  DESTROY  THIS  UNIQUENESS 
AND  THE  REASON  MANY  OF  US  LIVE  HERE.   ALSO,  THERE  IS  NO  MENTION 
OF  WHERE  THESE  PROPOSED  LANDS  FOR  SALE  ARE  LOCATED.   HOW  CAN  WE 
MAKE  AN0  INTELLIGENT  COMMENT  ON  THESE  PROPOSED  LANDS  FOR  SALE  IF 
WE  DON'T  KNOW  WHERE  THEY  ARE  LOCATED? 


FROM:  ROSAMOND  GORHAM 
P.O.  BOX  637 
BIG  PINE,  CA  93513 


COMMENTS  ON  EIR 


OWENS  VALLEY  AREA 

AS  REGARDS  RED  MOUNTAIN-   I  WOULD  NOT  ENCOURAGE  HIKING  ON  RED 
MOUNTAIN  AS  IT  IS  THE  NESTING  SITE  OF  LOCAL  RAVENS.   ALSO  RED 
MOUNTAIN  IS  HIGHLY  VISIBLE  AS  YOU  COME  UP  THE  VALLEY  AND  TRAILS 
WOULD  MAR  ITS  BEAUTY. 


FROM:   ROSAMOND  GORHAM 
P.O.  BOX  637 
BIG  PINE,  CA  93513 
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109-M 


COMMENTS  ON  EIR 


I  AM  WRITING  IN  REGARDS  TO  THE  TRANSMISSION  LINE  CORRIDOR  PROPOSED 
FOR  THE  WHITE  AND  INYO  MOUNTAINS.   I  FEEL  THE  PROPOSED  SITE  VIA 
SOLDIER  CANYON  WOULD  IMPACT  THE  ENVIRONMENT  TO  AN  UNACCEPTABLE 
DEGREE.   NOT  ONLY  WOULD  PLANTS  AND  ANIMALS  SUFFER,  BUT  HUMANS  WOULD 
SUFFER  FROM  THE  VISUAL  IMPACT  OF  TRANSMIISON  LINES  AND  TOWERS. 
I  HAVE  PAID  PARTICULAR  ATTENTION  TO  LINES  AND  TOWERS  ALREADY  IN 
THE  VALLEY  AND  EVEN  THOUGH  THEY  HAVE  A  MOUNTAIN  BACKDROP  THAT  AT 
TIMES  OBSCURES  THEM  TO  SOME  DEGREE,  THERE  ARE  OTHER  TIMES  WHEN 
THEY  ARE  VERY  NOTICEABLE  DEPENDING  ON  THE  TIME  OF  DAY  AND  LIGHTNING. 

THEREFORE  I  FEEL  THE  PROPOSED  POWER  CORRIDOR  THROUGH  SOLDIER  CANYON 
IS  UNACCEPTABLE  AND  THAT  THE  LAS  VEGAS  CORRIDOR  SHOULD  BE  UTLIZED. 


FROM:  ROSAMOND  GORHAM 
P.O.  BOX  637 
BIG  PINE.  CA.  93513 


COMMENTS  ON  EIR 


BOD IE  HILL  MANAGEMENT  AREA 

THERE  IS  A  GREAT  NEED  TO  PROTECT  THIS  UNSPOILED  GHOST  TOWN  AND 
SURROUNDING  AREA.   I  FEEL  ALTERNATIVE  4BEST  PROVIDES  THIS  PROTEC- 
TION IN  LIGHT  OF  THE  PROVED  MINING  ACTIVITIES  IN  THIS  AREA. 


FROM:   ROSAMOND  GORHAM 
P.O.  BO)(  637 
BIG  PINE,  CA.  93513 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  109  (Rosamond  Gorham) 

109-1)  We  assume  you  have  a  water  right  on  Birch  Creek  per  your 
comment.  Any  action  the  Bureau  might  consider  for  diversion  of 
up  to  5%  of  Birch  Creek  stream  flow  could  not  negatively  affect 
your  water  right. 

109-2)    See  general  response  on  acquisitions  and  disposals  (p.5-9). 

1 09-3)  The  corridor  decision  has  been  changed;  please  see  Chapter  2 
(p.2-47)  for  the  revised  decision  and  rationale.  Also  see  the 
general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.5-16). 


iio-i 


IIO-2. 


110-3 


IIO-M 


1  eases 


Michael  Ferguson, 
Bureau  o-f  Land  Management 
7B7  North  Main  St.  Suite  P 
Bishop  CA  93514 


I  have  read  the  Bishop  Plan.  It  has  several  serious 
defects.  The  grazing  plan  should  be  seriously  reduced.  All 
grazing  leases  must  be  made  cost  efficient.  The  current 
do  not  bring  in  the  real  money  they  cost,  especially  considering 
the  damage  the  grazing  has  done  to  the  land.  Go  out  and  look  at 
the  effect  of  the  grazing. 

I  do  not  understand  the  power  line  proposal.   It  does  not 
really  tell  why  there  is  a  need  for  the  powerline  corridor.   It 
also  does  not  indicate  where  the  power  source  will  be  or  where 
the  powerline  will  continue  out  of  the  district.   Without  that 
information,  any  proposal  cannot  be  seriously  considered. 

Finally,  the  wilderness  prosposals  are  deficient.   We  need 
more  wilderness  protection  for  the  lands  that  we  need  and  for 
future  generations.   If  we  do  not  protect  all  of  the  remaining 
wilderness,  we  or  our  children  will  end  in  endless  develpment 
and  no  wildlands. 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  is  charged  with  protecting  the 
public  resources.   It  must  not  be  in  charge  of  selling  the 
public  resources  to  people  who  only  want  to  make  money  for  their 
own  interests.   Any  commercial  leasing  must  clearly  make  a  fair 
return  for  the  owner,  the  United  States. 


Yours  truly, 


V* 


Georgia  Young 

706  Allegro  Way 

El  Cerr itQ  CA  95078 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  110  (Georgia  Young) 

110-1)    Please  see  the  "Grazing"  general  response. 

Grazing  fees  are  not  established  in  land  use  plans;  they  are  set 
annually  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.  See  43  CFR  4130.7-1 
for  further  explanation  of  grazing  fee  calculation. 

1 1 0-2)  The  corridor  decision  has  been  changed;  please  see  Chapter  2 
(p.2-47)  for  the  revised  decision  and  rationale.  Also  see  the 
general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.5-1 6). 

1 1 0-3)  Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 

110-4)  The  U.S.  Government  receives  fair  market  value  for  commercial 
leasing  of  public  lands. 


fll-l 


l^/Vy  p-f^  P-i-Af/  Ddh/r 

THe=  L^o  AA/P  JH^ 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  111  (P.  Smith) 

111-1)    Please  see  the  general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.5-1 6), 
the  "Grazing"  general  response  (p.5-1 1),  and  response  110-1. 
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389  Wildrose 
Bishop,  CA   93514 


January  14  1931 


U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Bishop  Resource  Area 
787  North  Main  Street,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA   93514 


Attention: 


Mr.  Michael  A. 
Area  Manager 


Ferguson 


RE:   Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  &  Environmental 
Impact  Statement 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

I  thank  you  for  making  available  to  the  public  the  above 
plan  which  indicates  the  thrust  of  the  BLM  approach  as  to  our 
area  in  the  future. 
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Ferguson,  BLtl 
January  14,  1991 
Page  Two 


The  City  of  Los  Angeles  Department  of  Water  and  Power 
continues  to  buy  up  public  land  and  as  a  result  the  economy  of 
the  Owens  Valley  is  dying.  Certainly  a  look  at  the  growth  (or 
lack  thereof)  versus  the  rest  of  California  will  establish  this 
point.  I  would  urge  therefore  that  a  land  acquisition  program  be 
offset  by  at  least  an  equal  disposal  program  of  government  lands 
for  private  use  in  areas  that  would  assist  the  continuance  of 
some  kind  of  economy  in  the  area. 


Thank  you  very  much. 


Sincerely  Yours, 

'Ik. A  &6ke/^ 


Fred    B.    Hulting 


7 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  112  (Fred  B.  Hulting) 
112-1)    See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals. 
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113-1 


Mr.  Michael  Ferguson 
Bishop  Resource  Area  Mgr. 
Bureau  of  Land  Mgmt. 
787  N.  Main  St. ,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA   93514 


Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 


336  Keystone  Ct. 

San  Rafael,  CA   94903 

January  12,  1991 


Re:   Wilderness  in  eastern  Sierra 
Nevadas  (Mono  and  Inyo  Co.) 


I  an  writing  to  urge  your  Bureau  to  consider  more  carefully  the 
ma  ■  gement  of  the  open  wilderness  areas  in  Mono  and  Inyo  Counties. 
It  is  a  mistake  in  my  mind  to  allow  off-road  vehicles,  especially 
motorized,  in  this  magnificently  quiet  country.   We  know  the  dam- 
age caused  by  these  vehicles  and  the  effect  they  have  on  the 
wildlife  disposition.   It  is  an  extremely  alarming  experience  to 
come  onto  or  near  these  vehicles  from  my  own  experience.   It  seems 
such  a  disjointed  form  of  "enjoyment"  of  the  outdoors  and  I  feel 
should  be  prohibited  in  this  wilderness  altogether. 

Your  published  resource  management  plan,  as  far  as  I  can  tell,  is 
not  addressing  the  entire  roadless  area  possible  for  wilderness 
designation.   A  little  over  27,000  acres  were  recommended  out  of 
a  possible  288,618  of  the  roadless  area  involved.   The  idea  that 
this  enitre  area  be  protected  from  man's  devices,  from  mineral 
exploitation,  seems  an  overwhelming  judgement.   So  much  of  our 
country's  wild  areas  have  been  minmanaged.   The  BLM  should  be 
exemplary  in  its  management  of  our  wilderness,  a  protector,  a 
guard  against  people  toying  with  what  little  of  our  wild  land 
remains. 

I  am  pleased  to  see  the  rivers  somewhat  protected  by  becoming  elig- 
ible for  National  Wild  and  Scenie  River  status.   I  would  hope  it  a 
realistic  possibility  to  have  more  river  mileage  acquired  for 
inclusion. 

Please  consider  the  number  3  alternative  set  forth  as  a  mose  com- 
prehensive and  sane  management  for  this  area. 


Sincerely, 

Rose  Marie  LaPorta 


; 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  113  (Rose  Marie  LaPorta) 

113-1)    See  Chapter  1,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final  RMP 
for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  114  (Dorothea  B.  Susman) 

114-1)  The  corridor  decision  has  been  changed;  please  see  Chapter  2 
(p.2-47)  for  the  revised  decision  and  rationale.  Also  see  the 
general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.5-16). 

114-2)    Please  see  the  "Grazing"  general  response  (p.5-1 1). 

1 1 4-3)    See  general  response  for  watershed  withdrawals  (p.5-8). 
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BISHOP  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

Mike  Ferguson,  Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

7B7  North  Main  Street 

Suile  P 

Bishop,  Calif.  9351.4 


Dear  Mike 


It  has  come  to  my  attention  I  ha  L  you  have  some  desigions 
to  make.  A  group. which  I  belong  to  urges  me  to  write  you  and 
preserve' the  desert  as  a    wilderness. 

But  J  don't  always  go  along  with  the  "close  it  down" 

policy  of  preserving  the  environment.  I  would  rather  urge  a 

fine  tuning  of  work  habits.   It  might  even  be  a  major  shake 

up,  but  after  the  dusl  settles,  there  would  be  a  net  gain  in 
jobs. 

On  one  hand  the  ascetics  of  an  area  is  important. 
Wilderness  to  recharge  the  soul.   Wildlife  to  charge  the 
spirit.   Clean  air,  clean  water,  and  all  that.   Most  of  your 
wilderness  advocates  live  in  large  cities,  I  hey  need  these 
areas  to  keep  going. 

'.kf  -»&t , 

psI^'Qut  the  rural  resource  dependent  common  i  fcy  is  an 
endangered  species,  also.   it  would  be  a  great  tradegey  to 
cut  it's  life  blood.   Look  around  you  in  R 1  shop . 

I  think  there  is  a  way  to  have  both.   To  make  the 
"environmentalist"  and  the  locals  happy .   fine  tuna  their 


Go  a  more  personal  note,  I  would  be  very  hui  I.  it  the  3L.fi 
closed  down  or  res.tr  it  ted  my  access  on  pubJ  x<     ground  on 
horseback.   What  is  more  American  than  a  cowboy  <  iding  across 
open  space? 

I  am  tickled  that  the  motorcycle  race  Rarstow  to  Las 
Vegas;  was  canceled.   1  hope  you  keep  it  canceled.  There  is 
nothing  more  wasteful  than  thenr  screaming  wheeled  idiots.. 

Again,  in  an  issue  that  puis  peoples  liviehood  against 
the  environment,  find  a  way  to  fine  tune  and  cancel  out  the 
negetive  environmental  impact. 


c%G£*:J    {est   /'(' 


3 


/fac&->  -£  66los?< 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  115  (Mike  Schroepfer) 

115-1)    The  RMP  does  not  restrict  casual   use  activities  such  as 
horseback  riding. 
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Harold  W.  Wood,  Jr. 
20X1  V*.  Laurel  Ln  . 
Visalia,   CA   9 3 2 7 7 

(209) 


739-8527 


January  12,  1991 


Mr.  Michael  Ferguson 
Bishop  Resource  Area  manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
787  N.  Main  St,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA  93514 


Re:Hesource  Managenent  Plan,  Bishop  Resource  Area 


Dear  Mr.  Ferguson 

I  would  like  to  submit  the  following  consents  regarding  the 
draft  Resource  Management  Plan. 

In  general,  I  support  Alternative  3,  the  natural  resource 
enhancement  alternative.   I  specifically  support  the  ACEC 
designations,  utility  corridor  elimination,  and  land 
acquisitions  outlined  under  Alternative  3. 

I  am  particularly  concerned  about  the  current  mining  threat 
to  the  historical  values  of  Bodie  State  Park.   It  is 
imperative  that  BLM  withdraw  all  BLM  lands  .adjacent  to  the 
State  Park  from  mineral  development.   The  30,000  acres 
proposed  for  withdrawal  under  alternative  3  is  a  beginning, 
but  is  not  sufficient;  all  BLM  lands  adjacent  to  Bodie  State 
Park  should  be  withdrawn,  to  prohibit  any  mining  in  the 
area.   Bodie  may  be  a  state  park,  but  it  is  truly  of 
national  significance.   BLM  must  support  by  all  possible 
means  the  protection  of  this  important  area. 

Another  crucial  problem  which  is  a  national  issue  is  the 
problem  of  over-grazing  of  our  public  lands.   I  request  that 
BLM  conduct  a  careful  study  of  the  condition  of  the  range 
throughout  the  resource  area,  and  restrict  or  eliminate 
grazing  not  only  from  areas  which  are  being  impacted  by 
overgrazing,  but  also  from  all  areas  where  wildlife  or  other 
values  are  being  impaired.  When  I  speak  of  wildlife  in  this 
context,  I  not  only  refer  to  game  species,  or  even 
"watchable  wildlife"?  I  am  also  concerned  about  many  unique 
species  of  interest  to  science  whose  habitat  has  been 
largely  destroyed  by  routine  grazing  practices.   Too  many 
springs  have  been  polluted,  fouled,  and  ruined  by  cattle, 
either  through  disease  carried  by  livestock,  by  trampling 


llfc-3 


nt-H 


or,  perhaps  most  pernicious  by  so-called  range 
"improvements",  where  the  natural  spring  is  destroyed  and 
replaced  by  pipes  and  watertanks.   Many  natural  springs  in 
the  Bishop  Resource  Area  contain  unusual  invertebrate  animal 
species  and  unique  plant  species  which  are  of  interest  to 
science,  and  these  springs  are  deserving  of  much  greater 
protection.   I  advocate  a  Bm  study  of  these  water 
resources,  with  strong  measures  taken  to  fence  the  few 
remaining  natural  springs  off  from  cattle. 

I  support  wilderness  designation  for  the  bulk  of  the  Inyo 
Mountains,  excluding  existing  roads.   This  is  some  of  the 
most  scenic  BLM  land  in  the  United  States,  and  an  area  that 
is  not  appropriate  for  most  other  uses  than  wilderness. 
Furthermore,  ACEC  or  other  protection  must  be  made  for  Cave 
Spring,  off  of  Beveridge  Canyon  in  the  southern  Inyos; 
please  advise  whether  this  spring  is  within  the  current  BLM 
wilderness  proposal. 

Finally,  I  support  the  prohibition  of  all  activities  in  all 
Wilderness  Study  Areas  —  not  just  the  single  proposal  by 
BLM  -  which  detract  from  their  roadless  character.   In  this 
regard,  BLM  must  not  allow  any  use  which  will  result  in  the 
loss  of  the  roadless  character  of  the  WSAs.   Furthermore,  I 
support  the  prohibition  of  all  off  road  vehicle  use  in  all 
Wilderness  Study  Areas,  ACEC's  and  other  areas  where 
vehicular  use  degrades  resources  and  conflicts  with  the 
needs  of  wildlife,  watershed  protection,  and  non-motorized 
recreation . 

Please  send  me  a  copy  of  the  final  RMP  when  completed. 


Sincerely, 


%4/4/,UJ,A. 


Harold  W.    Wood,    Jr. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  116  (Harold  W.  Wood,  Jr.) 

116-1)    Please  see  the  general  response  for  Bodie  (p.5-5). 

1 1 6-2)    Please  see  the  "Grazing"  general  response  (p.5-1 1 ). 

1 1 6-3)  This  resource  area  has  already  conducted  a  partial  inventory  of 
the  natural  springs  and  related  biologic  resources.  That  work 
will  continue.  Our  working  policy  in  the  resource  area  is  to  fence 
natural  springs  from  livestock  use  whenever  a  portion  of  the 
water  is  used  to  supply  livestock  troughs  or  storage  tanks 
nearby.  As  biologic  resources  are  discovered  in  natural  springs 
a  determination  of  whether  protective  actions  are  needed  is 
made  and  prioritized  for  implementation. 

1 1 6-4)  Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 
Cove  Spring  is  not  located  in  the  Bishop  Resource  Area.  It  is 
administered  by  the  Bureau's  California  Desert  District.  It  has 
been  recommended  by  the  Bureau  for  wilderness  designation. 

Please    see    general     response    to     comments    on    OHV 
management. 
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January  15,1991 


Michael  Ferguson 

Bishop  Resource  Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

787  H.  Main  Street 

Bishop,  CA  93514 


Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 


From  30  years  experience  of  walking  the  Volcanic  TablBland  and 
Owens  Valley  open  spaces  recording  Cultural  Resources,  we  believe 
your  decisions  are  leaning  too  hard  on  the  Lands  ability  to 
survive  the  burdens  being  put  on  it. The  following  suggestions 
are  based  on  seeing  the  disastrous  results  from  lack  of  proper 
information  and  enforcement  of  simple  custodial  care  thru  the 
years . 

Should  have  a  moratorium  on  Pinyon  wood  cutting  for  fuelwood. 
The  damage  to  watershed, understory, plants, soil  quality, habitat, 
and  Cultural  Resources  from  trucks  meandering  thru  the  forest 
in  search  of  dead  trees  is  appalling.  Now  no  dead  trees  left, 
either  standing  or  down.  And  now  they  are  cutting  live  ones. 
Let3  stop  it. 

Thinning  for  DPC  or  enhancement  of  Pinyon-Juniper  forest  would 
adversely  affeot  an  important  food  supply  for  birds  and  small 
animals  and  Native  Americans,  Leaving  the  increases  danger  of 
wild  fires.  Don't  do  it.  slash 

Revocation  of  watershed  withdrawals  would  be  a  sad  day  for 
those  lands,  opening  them  to  exploitation  that  ultimately 
destroys  their  watershed  value.  In  light  of  our  present  and 
future  drought  conditions ,  revoking  of  withdrawals  is  NOT  the 
thing  to  do. 

The  overly  subsidized  Livestock  industry  should  have  stronger  BLM 
controls  on  their  use  of  Public  Lands.  Closer  attention  by  BLM 
when  developing  access  routes,  water  lines ,. troughs ,  and  tanks 
to  avoid  impacting  Cultural  Resources  should  be  made.  Replacing 
Cattle  with  Sheep  on  an  Allotment Just  means  more  damage  to  the 
range.  Please  don't  do  it. 

Mineral  entry  should  be  withdrawn  for  the  Volcanic  Tableland. 
Bishop  tuff  has  little  value  as  a  building  material  as  it  is 
soft,  fractures  easily  and  subject  to  erosion.  Plucking  or  bull- 
dozing boulders  from  tuff  outcrops  and  cliffs  degrades  Scemto 
values.  Also  a  hazard  to  Cultural  Resources,  see  Archaeological 
Site  Report  9NN-9  "Tuff  Needle". 
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117-7 


The  Utility  Corridor  preference  waa  a  oop-out  to  the  Industry. 
It  should  be  reaognized  that  with  Conservation  efforts  the 
savings  by  those  wanting  more  capaoity,  would  offset  any  meed 
for  more  electrical  energy  lines  going  thru  Inyo  and  Mono  Cos. 
Replacement  of  high  energy  light  bulbs  with  flouresoent  ones 
and  replacement  of  old  appliances  with  new  energy  effiolent  ones 
would  extend  present  oapaoity  for  a  long  time  into  the  future. 

Priority  should  be  given  to  proper  concern  and  management  of  the 
Volcanic  Tableland  9!SAs  until  they  are  approved  by  Congress. 
There  is  great  need  to  proteot  the  wealth  of  Cultural  Resources 
out  there  along  with  an  array  of  wildlife,, from  encroachment  by 
OHTs  and  mining.  * 

Please  resist  the  politloal  pressures  that  besiege  you  from  all 
sides.  Work  toward  preserving  the  natural  resouroes  of  the 
Bishop  Area  Offioe.  They  are  like  money  in  the  Bank,  available 
when  a  REAL  need  arises. 


Sinoerely, 


Graoe  W.Enfi^ld 


brman  Waller 


JWA> 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  117  (Grace  W.  Enfield  and  Norman 
Weller) 

117-1,2)  Please  refer  to  response  93-6.    Fuelwood  permits  would  not 
allow  driving  off-road. 

117-3)    See  general  response  for  watershed  withdrawals  (p.  5-8). 

117-4)    Please  see  general  response  for  grazing  (p.5-11). 

Cultural  resource  clearances  are  required  prior  to  construction 
for  all  facilities  on  public  land.  If  impacts  to  cultural  resources 
cannot  be  mitigated,  the  project  is  not  authorized. 

The  decision  to  change  type  of  use  from  cattle  to  sheep  has 
been  removed  from  the  final  RMP. 

1 1 7-5)  Three  sections  around  the  petroglyphs  and  Red  Rock  have  been 
withdrawn  to  protect  these  cultural  values.  The  visual  resource 
management  classification  also  will  protect  scenic  values  in  this 
area. 

117-6)  The  corridor  decision  has  been  changed;  please  see  Chapter  2 
(p.2-47)  for  the  revised  decision  and  rationale.  Also  see  the 
general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.5-16). 

1 1 7-7)  Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 
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January  15,  1991 

Mike  Ferguson 

Area  Manager  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

787  N.  Main  Street,  Suite  P 

Bishop,  CA  93514 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

I  would  like  to  comment  on  some  issues  in  the  Resource  Management  Plan. 
Living  in  Mono  City  for  the  past  elevan  years,  I  have  seen  approximately 
thirteen  houses  built— a  little  over  one  house  per  year.  Mono  City  has 
about  85  buildable  lots  left.  At  the  its  present  rate  of  build-out,  it  might 
be  forty  years  before  Mono  City  builds  out  to  its  maximum.  The  Forest 
Service  just  made  a  land  trade  for  80  plus  acres  across  Mill  Creek.  This 
had  been  an  already  approved  sub-division  which  wasn't  really  needed. 
Why  do  we  need  to  set  the  stage  for  a  potential  sub-division  behind  Mono 
City?    I  would  like  to  see  this  land  designated  as  a  park  for  the  children 
of  Mono  City  or  as  a  green-belt  to  help  migration  of  the  deer  herds.  The 
Conway  Ranch  project  was  approved  to  build  out  over  800  plus  units.   Isn't 
that  enough  housing  in  this  area  to  last  a  lifetime? 

I  would  also  hate  to  witness  the  impact  mining  would  have  on  the  Bodie 
Hills  and  its  surroundings.  The  heavy  equipment  trucks  traveling  the 
Cottonwood  Canyon  road  would  cause  dust  storms,  road  ruts,  and  a  danger 
to  the  tourist  driving  on  the  same  roads  as  an  eighteen  wheeler  truck 
could  be  deadly  (the  roads  being  very  windy  and  narrow).   Also,  I  had  the 
opportunity  to  visit  with  supervisor  Andrea  Lawrence  and  others  from 
Mono  and  Inyo  Counties  the  open  pit  mines  of  Borealus  and  Lucky  Boy.  The 
size  of  the  open  pits  were  unbelievably  huge  in  size.  Their  reclamation 
was  unimpressive    Bodie  is  a  historic  site.  Open  pit  mining  would  be  very 
destructive.  Galactic  has  not  mentioned  the  size  their  pit  would  be  upon 
completion.  Also,  as  a  person  stands  in  Bodie  it  is  quiet  and  peaceful. 
Noise  from  the  operation,  their  large  trucks  and  loaders,  would  echo 
through  the  valley.  The  blasting  procedures  would  be  deafening.  What  will 
happen  after  Galactic  leaves  and  we  inherit  a  hole  on  one  side  and  a 
cyanide  mountain  on  the  other?   I  don't  think  Mono  County  needs  these 
types  of  hazards.  Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 


Joseph  Suppa 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  118  (Joseph  Suppa) 

118-1)    Thank  you  for  your  comment.     See  general  response  for 
acquisitions  and  disposals. 

1 1 8-2)    See  general  response  for  Bodie  (p.  5-5). 
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1 1 1-3 
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RR1  100  Harm  Springs  Road 
Bishop,  California  93514 
January  17,  1990 


Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
787  N.  Main  Street,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  California   935  14 

Dear  Sirs 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  -Bishop  RMP  and 
Draft  EIS.   The  Inyo-Mono-Alpine  Cattlemen's  Association  would 
like  to  take  this  chance  to  point  out  several  areas  to  readdress 
in  your  document. 

It  is  important  that  you  correlate  this  document  with  any  decisions 
made  in  AMP ' s .   As  you  know,  the  current  permittee  in  the  Bodie 
Hills  has  been  involved  in  a  lengthy  CRMP  process  with  your  office. 
They  have  found  numerous  inequities  between  the  EMP/EIR  and  their 
AMP.   We  assure  these  areas  will  be  corrected  to  thoroughly  align 
with  the  AMP. 

We  think  your  land  acquisiton  proposals  are  altogether  to  numerous. 
The  federal  government  has  not  proven  to  be  a  better  land  manager 

The  addition  of  any  private  acreage  to 


than  private  enterprise. 

BLM  is  unacceptable  by  our  organization. 
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page  2 

all  grazing  to  40%  utilization  figures.   We  realize  your  direct 

concern  is  habitat,  not  game  numbers  which  are  monitored  by  Fish 

and  Game.   The  point  needs  to  be  made  and  addressed  that  populat  ions 
are  hurt  by  hunting,  not  cattle. 

Thank  you  for  your  concern. 

Sincerely, 


Gary  Giacomini,  President 

Invo-Mo no-Alpine  Cattlemen' s  Assn. 

amg 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  119  (Inyo-Mono-Alpine  Cattlemen's 
Association) 

119-1)  The  CRMP  for  the  Bodie  Mountain  allotment  has  been  cross- 
checked with  the  draft  RMP.  Any  inconsistencies  have  been 
resolved  in  the  final  RMP. 


119-2) 


119-3) 


Thank  you  for  your  comment, 
acquisitions  and  disposals  (p.5-9). 


See  general  response  for 


We  recognize  that  hunting  is  a  direct  mortality  on  a  segment  of 
any  game  species  population.  You  are  correct  in  noting  that  the 
California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  sets  season  and  quotas 
on  huntable  species,  and  that  the  Bureau  has  no  direct  role  in 
those  regulations.  However,  it  is  obvious  to  us  that  some  areas 
are  extensively  used  by  livestock  which  cause  an  unacceptable 
level  of  vegetation  damage  and  soil  loss.  Your  comment  has 
been  considered  in  the  final  plan. 


COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION 
UNIVERSITY  OF  CALIFORNIA 


207  WEST  SOUTH  ST. 

TELEPHONE  873-5891 

A«»  CODE  619 

Bishop.  California 

93514 


INYO  &  MONO  COUNTIES 

January   15,    1991 
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Mr.  Michael  Ferguson 
BLM  Area  Manager 
Bishop  Resource  Area 
787  N.  Main  St. ,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA  93514 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

Enclosed. are  comments  in  response  to  the  Draft  Bishop  Resource  Manage- 
ment Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  Specific  comments  are  listed  by 
page  number;  general  comments  on  the  overall  plan  follow. 

Specific  Comments  on  the  Plan: 

p.  26  Area  Manager's  Guidelines  section 

This  would  be  a  good  place  to  highlight  how  and  when  the  CRM  process 
will  be  used.  The  process  could  be  a  very  valuable  one  for  implementing  some 
of  the  goals  of  the  RMP,  and  should  be  used  wherever  possible. 

p.  50,  left  column:  "yearlong  protection  of  aspen  groves,  meadows  and  riparian 
areas"  under  protection/enhancement  of  unique  or  important  veg.  communities 
and  wildlife  habitats: 

What  are  you  protecting  against  (I'm  assuming  its  livestock  grazing,  but 
what  about  other  uses?)  and  is  yearlong  protection  necessary  and  in  the  best 
ecological  interest  of  these  niches?  Is  this  inclusive  of  ALL  of  these  niches 
in  each  management  area,  or  applicable  only  to  certain  TRULY  UNIQUE  ones?  On 
the  whole  resource  area,  this  category  occupies  only  a  small  percentage  of  the 
land  area,  and  each  and  every  one  could  be  considered  by  some  to  be  unique  and 
deserving  of  complete  protection,  rather  than  wise  use  through  management. 

p.  50,  right  column: 

The  term  "use  adjustment"  connotates  that  a  decrease  in  livestock  num- 
bers will  occur  if  these  goals  are  not  met  and  should  be  defined  or  changed  to 
recognize  the  flexibility  to  employ  any  of  several  management  alternatives  to 
achieve  the  goal,  rather  than  simply  a  decrease  in  numbers  allotted  to  a  per- 
mit. 
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Regarding  management  of  sagebrush-bitterbrush  vegetation  within  2  miles 
of  leks:  applying  this  restriction  on  some  allotments  where  there  are  several 
lek  sites  (example:  Bodie  Hills)  would  potentially  decrease  the  forage  avail- 
able (based  on  key  grass  species — more  critical  for  cattle,  since  their  diet 
is  primarily  grasses)  to  livestock  by  30%  immediately  and  permanently  within 
those  areas  regardless  of  other  management.  This  should  be  rewritten  to 
allow  flexible  management  strategies  to  be  developed  for  both  wildlife  and 
livestock  interests.  Some  of  the  recommendations  in  the  Bodie  Hills  Draft  CRM 
Plan  may  be  an  appropriate  start  for  revising  this  section. 

p.  65  right  column  "Encourage  conversion  from  cattle  to  sheep..." 

Needs  to  be  rewritten.  Analysis  of  feasibility  of  change  in  livestock 
class  done  at  time  of  transfer  of  permit  would  be  a  more  reasonable  statement. 
It  is  a  mistake  for  BLM  to  assume  that  sheep  are  more  easily  managed  than 
cattle;  it  depends  largely  on  the  human  manager.  Also,  it  is  my  understanding 
that  sheep  diets  could  potentially  be  in  larger  conflict  with  deer  and  prong- 
horn  than  cattle,  due  to  similar  herbage  preferences. 

p.  214  under  "State  Agencies" 

The  California  Farm  Bureau  Federation  should  appear  under  the  list  of 
"Other  Organizations",  as  it  is  an  organization  for  people  with  agricultural 
interests.  The  appropriate  state  agency  to  have  on  this  list  would  have  been 
the  California  Department  ,of  Food  and  Agriculture. 

p.  239-243,  Appendix  1  "Desired  Plant  Community  Definitions" 

A  table  or  tables  indicating  the  percentages  of  lands  that  already  have 
reached  DPC  status  would  be  useful.  In  the  Draft  Plan,  it  is  impossible  to 
gauge  whether  the  acreage  goals  BLM  sets  for  itself  are  achievable.  As  writ- 
ten, many  of  these  goals  are  going  to  be  extremely  difficult  to  achieve  with- 
out severe  restrictions  on  livestock  grazing,  especially  when  paired  with  some 
of  the  wildlife  and  watershed  goals  your  agency  is  proposing.  You  have  al- 
ready stated  under  "Area  Manager's  Guidelines"  that  these  goals  will  be  fa- 
vored over  livestock  grazing.  Although  DPC's  as  I  understood  them  were  to  be 
developed  using  an  interdisciplinary  approach  {USDI  Instruction  Memo  No.  89- 
286),  those  contained  in  the  Draft  Plan  obviously  were  not,  as  they  are  heavi- 
ly slanted  toward  sagehen,  mule  deer,  and  pronghorn  habitat,  with  little 
regard  for  other  vegetation  uses  in  most  cases.  Since  this  is  a  fairly  new 
concept,  it  is  important  that  DPC  definitions  are  equally  considerate  of  other 
resource  uses,  otherwise  their  main  function  may  be  as  a  restrictive  device, 
which  is  not  the  intended  purpose  of  the  DPC  concept  as  I  understand  it. 

Regarding  the  several  riparian-related  DPC  definitions,  what  is  the  REAL 
difference  between  a  4,  5,  or  6-inch  residual  plant  height?  Shouldn't  detail 
such  as  described  here  be  worked  out  at  the  activity  plan  level  where  specific 
problems  can  have  such  specific  requirements?  Most  riparian  references  list  a 
range  (generally  4  -  6") --this  should  be  good  enough  for  the  Draft  Plan  also, 
which  is  supposed  to  be  a  guiding  document. 
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General  Comments  on  the  Plan: 

I  would  strongly  recommend  that  the  previous  EIS  decisions  regarding 
livestock  grazing  be  included  or  at  least  summarized  in  the  final  document. 
Although  I  realize  that  livestock  grazing  was  not  considered  an  issue  because 
of  these  previous  decisions,  this  Draft  Plan  frequently  alleges  resource 
damage  by  livestock,  making  it  seem  like  it  should  be  an  issue.  A  summary 
indicating  that  Bishop  BLM  does  indeed  have  an  ongoing  management  strategy 
regarding  livestock  grazing  would  clarify  why  this  was  not  considered  an 
issue . 

Regarding  strategies  to  increase  favorable  wildlife  habitat:  What  kind 
of  coordination  does  the  Bureau  have  with  wildlife  agencies  in  California  and 
Hevada  regarding  hunting  policies?  Your  agency  plans  to  expend  alot  of  time 
and  energy  on  improvement  of  habitat  for  mule  deer,  pronghorn,  and  sagehen 
which  are  subjected  to  unequal  hunting  pressures  on  either  side  of  the  state 
line  that  may  have  a  larger  impact  on  populations  than  habitat  improvement 
itself  will.  The  livestock  industry  has  been  blamed  for  declining  wildlife 
populations  due  to  destruction  of  habitat  throughout  the  Draft  Plan  (examples: 
p.  132,  135,  148,  149),  but  no  mention  is  made  of  hunting  pressure  effects  on 
these  game  species.  While  they  may  be  out  of  your  agency's  realm  of  control, 
they  should  still  be  recognized  as  factors. 

These  are  my  comments  on  the  Draft  Plan. 

prely, 


Rhdnda  R.  GiljLdersleeve,  Ph.D. 
FarV  Advisor,  Inyo  £  Mono  Counties 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  120     (Coop.  Extension,  Univ.  of 
California) 

120-1)  The  decision  to  which  you  refer  is  concerned  with  the  potential 
impact  to  the  vegetation  communities  from  discretionary  actions. 
Discretionary  actions  are  anything  for  which  a  permit  or  other 
decision  document  is  required. 

120-2)  It  is  the  BLM's  intention  to  use  all  available  methods  of 
management  to  achieve  the  goals  set  forth  in  the  RMP.  If  all 
else  fails,  then  carrying  capacity  will  be  adjusted. 

120-3)    This  decision  has  been  revised  in  the  final  plan. 

120-4)  The  decision  to  encourage  conversion  from  cattle  to  sheep  has 
been  removed  from  the  final  RMP. 

120-5)  The  change  you  suggest  has  been  made. 

120-6)  Please  refer  to  the  DPC  general  statement  (p.5-10). 

120-7)  Please  see  the  "Grazing"  general  response  (p.5-1 1). 

1 20-8)  Please  refer  to  response  1 1 9-3. 
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Phyllis  Mottola 
362-B  Vista  Rd. 
Bishop,  CA  93514 


Comments  on  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Document  Inadequate 

For  a  number  of  reasons  the  DEIS/MF  is  Inadequate  and  should  be  entirely 
re-done.   Some  of  the  most  glaring  deficiencies  are  as  follows: 

1.  The  format  makes  the  document  very  confusing  and  difficult  to  analyze. 

I  have  read  many  environmental  documents  and  found  this  one  very  hard  to  comprehend. 
It  i.  difficult  to  compere  alternative,  or  evaluate  cumulative  impact,  in  any  depth. 
Because  of  the  cumbersome  and  fragmented  preaentatlon,  the  information  in  the  DEIS/nr 
i.  not  acce..ible  to  concerned  members  of  the  general  public.   For  this  reason  an 
entirely  new  draft  document  i.  needed  and  not  just  a  supplement. 

2.  Overall  information  given  i.  vague,  sketchy  and  very  general. 

3.  There  is  no  economic  analysis. 

4.  There  is  little  or  no  data  given  to  support  the  numerous  statements  and 
conclusions.   Where  are  the  wildlife  and  vegetation  inventories? 

i 
5   There  Is  no  analysis  of  the  Impacts  of  the  proposed  revocation  of  watershed 
withdrawal,  and  sub.equent  land  disposal.   <For  example,  agriculture,  especially 
alfalfa  and  row  crop.,  i.  expected  to  be  the  dominant  use  of  these  land..   Where  will 
the  water  come  from  and  what  will  be  the  impacts?)   Lands  to  be  disposed  of  are  not 
even  described  as  to  vegetation  and  habitat  types. 

With  these  deficiencies  it  ia  not  poseible  for  Interested  citizen,  to  adequately 
...a.,  the  proposed  plan. 


Fowerllne  Corridor 

This  analysis  does  not  belong  in  this  document.   Adequate  assessment,  and 
choice  of  a  preferred  alternative,  require  a  separate  EIS  covering  the  entire  length 
of  the  various  corridors  under  consideration. 

The  analyaia  of  need  must  be  done  by  an  objective  outside  organization  (not 
DWP  one  of  the  proponents)  and  must  include  an  alternative  which  focusaes  on  Imple- 
mentation of  conservation  measures  and  use  of  alternative  energy  (especially  solar). 

The  small  amount  of  information  given  Indicates  unacceptable  environmental 
Impacts  from  powerllne  corridor  development  in  any  of  the  proposed  routes.   The 
Preferred  Alternative  would  apparently  be  in  violation  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act 
because  of  expected  bald  eagle  mortality  (p.  209)  . 

Wilderness 

The  recommendations  for  Wilderness  designation  ia  very  disappointing— only 
27,420  acre,  out  of  over  288,000  acrea  of  roadless  area  Btudied.   All  of  these  areas 
•writ  Wilderness  designation  and  should  be  managed  to  protect  their  wilderness  and 
roadless  qualities  on  a  permanent  basis.   The  DEIS/MP  does  not  even  mention  the  other 
roadless  areas.   Their  management  and  expected  Impacts  should  be  covered. 
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I  would  like  to  see  the  lands  east  of  Mono  Lake  managed  as  much  aa  possible 
as  wilderness  to  Insure  preservation  of  the  area's  special  qualities  of  silence, 
solitude,  and  the  feeling  of  a  vast  expanse  of  unspoiled  land. 

Wild  and  Scenic  River a 


I  support  Wild  and  Scenic  Elver  designation  for  the  streams  i  n  nmnimliil  for 
further  study.   In  addition,  Mill  Creek  in  the  Colevllle  ares  and  Rough  Creak  Is  tha 
Bodie  Hills  should  be  re-evaluated. 

Mining 

Mineral  withdrawals  are  minimal  under  the  Preferred  Alternative.  Alternative 
3  is  superior  in  this  respect,  but  still  inadequate.  The  BLH  should  do  everything  la 
its  power  to  provide  aa  much  protection  as  possible  for  Bodle  by  instituting  •  total 
mineral  withdrawal  in  the  Bodie  area.  Loca table  mineral  withdrawals  should  be  imple- 
mented along  Pat  Keyes  Trail  and  in  the  South  Inyo  management  sres.  There  should  bs 
a  withdrawal  for  locatable  minerals  of  all  lands  that  have  habitat  for  plants  and 
animals  that  are  candidates  for  Endangered  Species  ststus.  There  should  slso  ba  a 
geothermal  leasing  withdrawal  buffer  cone  around  the  Mono  Basin  National  Forest  Scanlc 
Area. 

Recreation 

In  several  areas  the  Preferred  Alternative  proposes  promotion  of  increased 
recreation  use  auch  as  added  OHV  routes,  new  mountsln  bike  routes  and  hiking  trails, 
and  increaeed  hot  tub  use.  Little  information  la  given  as  to  specific  locstlons  or 
impacts  of  the  proposed  activities.   In  aome  cases  there  will  be  habitat  degradstlon 
as  a  reault  of  lncreaaed  recreational  use  promoted  by  BLM.  For  example,  in  one  of 
the  few  specific  cases  given,  the  construction  of  Slinksrd  Trsll  will  decrease  by  10X 
the  quality  of  riparian  habitat.  This  la  unscceptable.   lncreaaed  recreation  should 
not  be  promoted  or  allowed  at  the  expense  of  wildlife  habitat.  Planned  degradation 
is  irresponsible.       « 

An  ROS  map  la  needed. 

While  acquiaition  of  the  Kanzanar  site  may  be  desirable,  this  does  not  seem 
a  good  priority  for  use  of  limited  BLM  funds.  Designation  ss  s  Hstlonal  Monument 
would  be  more  appropriate,  under  the  administration  of  the  National  Park  System. 

Some  protection  from  vandalism  of  the  Salt  Trams  msy  be  worthwhile;  but,  again, 
this  does  not  seem  to  be  a  high  priority  when  other  natural  aspects  of  the  environmei  - 
are  so  badly  in  need  of  protection  and  restoration.   How  would  the  suggested  protection 
of  the  trams  be  accomplished? 

Under  Bridgeport  Harsh  Management,  it  should  be  noted  that  hunting  and  wildlife 
viewing  are  not  compatible  forms  of  recreation. 

OHV  use  needs  to  be  auch  more  restricted  and  monitored  to  protect  wildlife. 
vegetation  and  visual  valuea.  OHV  use  should  be  prohibited  in  all  WSA's,  ACXC's  and 
areas  where  environmental  damage  is  occurring  or  sensitive  habitat,  cultural  or  land 
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Crazing 

Details  on  grazing  practices  and  impacts  are  lacking  but  the  general  information 
given  indicates  current  and  historic  grazing  practices  and  management  have  resulted 
In  moderate  to  severe  environmental  degradation  in  much  of  the  area.  The  1961  and 
1983  grazing  EIS'o  are  referred  to  aa  providing  Information  and  management  direction. 
But  habitat  and  wildlife  nave  declined  as  a  result  of  this  management. 

Although  little  specific  information  is  given  in  the  current  document,  stream 
and  vegetstlon  Inventories  cited  show  alarmingly  degraded  habitat.  Of  146  mllea  of 
streams  Inventoried,  451  need  restoration.  Of  282  springs  inventoried,  141  are  only 
In  fair  condition,  (p.  129)  There  has  been  s  decline  In  aspen  condition  In  the 
Bridgeport  area  between  1980  and  1988  because  of  livestock  use.  The  percent  of 
aapen  groves  In  good  vegetative  condition  has  declined  from  83Z  to  21%  (p.  132). 
Cited  riparian  Inventories  of  1979  ond  1989  (p.  134)  give  only  one  set  of  figures 
and  no  comparison  of  conditions  at  the  beginning  and  end  of  this  10-year  period. 
What  la  the  trend?  What  other  Inventories  have  been  done? 

A  complete  and  comprehensive  inventory  of  various  vegetstlve  types  snd  conditions 
needs  to  be  completed  and  compared  to  earlier  Inventories.  Grazing  must  be  evaluated 
on  an  area-wide  level,  Including  details  of  cumulative  impacts.  An  evaluation  should 
ba  dona  of  whether  or  not  livestock  grazing  la  ecologically  sustainable  in  this  region, 
whether  it  is  cost-effective,  and  whether  It  is  compatible  with  quantitatively  and  . 
qualitatively  healthy  wildlife  populations. 

Impacts  predicted  for  proposed  grazing  restrictions  on  permittees  are  too 
sketchy.  Who  are  the  permittees,  local  ranchsrs  or  sbsentee  permit-holders?  What 
exactly  are  the  expected  socio-economic  Impacta? 

Tables  should  be  Included  showing  acres  grazed,  AUM's,  and.  acreage  in  DPC  under 
each  alternative. 

Desired  Plant  Communltlee 

It  le  difficult  to  evaluate  the  desirability  of  thia  proposed  management 
because  so  little  detsll  is  given,  either  of  what  such  management  would  Involve  or 
what  the  impacta  would  be. 

Since  grazing  has  had  such  severe  impacts,  it  Is  hard  to  believe  that  BLM 
"can  significantly  Improve  wildlife  habitat  by  meeting  DPC  goals,  without  serious 
lmpscts  on  livestock  operations,"  or  that  BLH  will  be  able  to  "modify  existing 
grazing  systems  to  meet  DPC  goals  without  drastic  changes."  (Letter,  M.  Ferguson, 
12/21/90.) 

There  should  be  a  detailed  explanation  of  how  the  DPC  goala  would  be  achieved. 
-iiat  is  needed  is  to  allow  nature  to  restore  a  healthy  ecosystem  by  removing  the 
causes  of  deterioration  (in  moat  caaea  this  meana  restricting  or  eliminating  live- 
stock use),  snd, where  necessary,  to  assist  in  this  process  by  removal  of  exotica  and 
salsctive  restoration  work.   Extensive  vegetative  manipulation  would  be  costly  and 
environmentally  unsound.  For  example,  dense  stands  of  pinyon-junlper  (75  crees/acre) 
would  be  drastically  thinned  to  20-40  trees/acre.   What  is  the  rationale  for  such 
heavy-handed  manipulation?   What  would  be  the  environmental  effects?   Wild  landa 
need  not  snd  should  not  be  managed  to  attain  a  static  park-like  condition. 
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DPC  would  be  defined  for  only  30%  of  BLM  lands  (p.  29),  but  livestock  graze 
about  80Z  of  these  lands  (p.  19).   What  percentage  of  grazed  lands  would  be  managed 
as  DPC?  What  measures  would  be  taken  on  the  remaining  grazed  land*  to  reduce  Impacts 
of  livestock  and  restore  degraded  habitat? 

Fire 

Full  fire  suppression  appears  to  be  the  approach  throughout  most  of  the 
management  area.   This  is  an  outdated  and  environmentally  unsound  policy.   Wild- 
fire Is  an  essential  part  of  healthy  ecosystems.   In  cases  vhere  human  life,  structures, 
and  livestock  or  agriculture  are  not  threatened,  a  let-burn  policy  should  be  institu- 
ted for  lightning-caused  fires. 

Revocation  of  Watershed  Withdrawals 

As  noted  above,  there  is  little  or  no  analysis  of  the  Impacts  of  this  proposed 
action  nor  of  lands  proposed  for  disposal.   In  any  case,  the  protective  withdrawals 
should  remain  in  place. 

I  am  veil  aware  of  the  resentment  felt  by  some  local  citizens  in  regard  to  the 
large  amount  of  Mono  and  Inyo  Counties  in  public  ownership.  As  a  federal  agency,  BLM 
should  have  a  broad  perspective  on  this  issue.   In  other  sreas  of  California  public 
land  ownership  does  not  predominate  and  the  results  are  self-evident.  Moat  private 
lands  are  developed  or  will  be.   An  overall  balance  requires  that  lands  in  public 
ownership  remain  so.   There  is  a  great  and  growing  need,  especially  in  view  of  California 
rapid  population  growth,  to  preserve  some  large  areas  in  a  natural  and  healthy  state, 
as  free  as  possible  from  the  ravages  of  human  exploitation.  This  is  necessary  to 
preserve  wildlife,  and  also  to  provide  people  with  a  refuge  to  which  they  can  go  to 
rest  and   refresh  themselves  away  from  the  pollution,  pressures,  and  environmental 
degradation  of  their  daily  lives. 

Wildlife  and  Habitat 

Because  of  habitat  losses  from  human  population  growth  and  resource  exploitation, 
wildlife  everywhere  is  under  enormous  stress.   Even  in  the  magnificent  open  lands  of 
the  Eastern  Sierra,  which  look  wild  and  unspoiled  to  the  casual  observer,  only  remnant 
wildlife  populations  remain.   Unfortunately,  federal  land  management  has  done  much 
to  contribute  to  the  decline  of  wildlife. 

A  1989  Genersl  Accounting  Office  report  concluded  that  the  "BLM  has  not 
adequately  balanced  the  competing  demands  on  the  natural  resources  that  it  is  mandated 
to  foster,  protect  and  preserve.   BLM  has  often  placed  the  needs  of  commercial  interests 
such  as  livestock  permittees  ahead  of  other  users  as  well  as  the  long-term  health  of 
the  resources."   (See  comments  under  grazing.) 

Current  management  of  public  lands  in  the  Eastern  Sierra  has  contributed  to  the 
decline  of  wildlife  habitat  and  populations.  This  must  be  remedied.   In  many  cases, 
public  lands  are  the  last  refuge  of  wildlife  species  pushed  out  of  private  lands  by 
development.   The  public  lands  must  be  managed  to  preserve,  enhance  and  restore 
habitat  and  protect  wildlife.  The  Preferred  Alternative  does  not  do  enough  to  accomplish 
this. 

Even  the  so-called  Natural  Resources  Enhancement  Alternative  (#3),  while 
superior  to  Alternative  4  in  most  Instances,  cannot  be  considered  sufficient  to  properly 
protect  and  restore  wildlife  and  its  habitat.   In  some  cases  Alternative  3  would  result 
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la  degradation  or  Iocs  of  habitat. 

I  support  designation  of  all  10  ACEC's,  yearlong  protection  of  the  South 
Tablelands,  establishment  of  an  Inyo  Brlstlecone  Protective  Area,  reintroductlon  of 
bighorn  sheep  in  the  Inyos,  protection  for  Owens  Lake  wetlands,  acquisition  of  spring- 
snail  and  other  habitat  in  Fish  Slough,  protective  management  for  the  speckled  dace, 
and  maximum  land  acquisitions  for  the  benefit  of  wildlife.   1  would  like  to  see  Conway 
Ranch  added  to  the  list  of  desired  land  acquisitions.   While  the  owner  does  not  appear 
to  be  a  willing  seller  at  this  time,  this  may  change,  and  the  ranch  would  make  a  very 
valuable  wildlife  habitat  addition. 

In  closing,  I  request  that  the  following  questions  be  answered. 

1)  Why  are  the  sage-bitterbrush  communities  predicted  to  decline  in  Alt.  3 
but  not  Alt.  47  (p.  12) 

2)  Uhat  Is  the  rationale  for  allowing  car  access  snd  camping  within  1/3  mile 
of  sage  grouse  leks?   (p.  50) 

3)  What  methods  will  be  used  to  incresse  optimum  sage  grouse  habitat  from 
30Z  to  60Z7   (p.  SO) 

4)  Explain  the  rationale  for  allowing  stream  bsnk  "artificial  soil  alteration" 
of  20Z.   (p.  SO) 

5)  Are  mountain  beaver  and  chukar  native  to  this  region?  If  not,  what  is  their 
impact  on  other  species  with  which  they  nay  be  in  competition? 

6)  How  will  habitat  be  provided  for  wild  horses?   (p.  68) 

7)  Why  is  protectively  fenced  waterfowl  nesting  area  limited  to  160  seres?   (p.  69) 

8)  How  will  the  fishery  snd  wildlife  habitat  be  retained  on  Wilson  Creek?   (p.  69) 

9)  What  is  the  rationale  for  allowing  geo thermal  development  within  1  mile 
of  thermal  water  essential  to  listed,  candidate,  and  unique  species?   (p.  76) 

10)  What  is  the  reason  for  water  diversions  which  will  cause  riparian  vege- 
tation losses  in  th*  Coleville  ares  (18Z)  snd  Grsnlte  Mountain  (11Z)7   (p.  93  &  101) 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  121  (Phyllis  Mottola) 

121-1)  The  corridor  decision  has  been  changed;  please  see  Chapter  2 
(p.2-47)  for  the  revised  decision  and  rationale.  Also  see  the 
general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.  5-1 6).  Any  potential 
impacts  to  threatened  or  endangered  wildlife  species  would 
require  agency  consultation  and  clearance  with  the  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  as  part  of  the  environmental  analysis  of  a 
proposed  project  (as  per  the  Endangered  Species  Act). 

1 21  -2)  Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 

121-3)  The  suitability  or  nonsuitability  of  the  eligible  creeks  will  be 
addressed  in  the  upcoming  studies  outside  the  scope  of  this 
RMP.  Regarding  Mill  Creek,  please  see  response  100-37. 
Rough  Creek  was  determined  as  eligible  in  the  draft  RMP  and 
will  maintain  that  status  in  the  final  RMP. 

121-4)    See  general  responses  for  Bodie  (p.5-5)  and  minerals  (p.5-13). 

121-5)    Please  see  responses  79-7  and  92-38. 

Our  RMP  emphasis  promotes  a  simple  and  easily  understood 
recreation  opportunity  spectrum  concept  that  generally  applies 
to  Bureau  lands.  Please  see  Chapter  3  of  the  draft  RMP  for 
further  information. 

Your  comment  regarding  Manzanar  has  been  noted  and 
considered.  Please  see  response  29-1. 

Tram  protection  methods  would  be  addressed  in  upcoming 
activity  plans  for  the  area. 

Please  see  general  response  to  comments  on  OHV 
management. 

121-6)    Please  see  the  "Grazing"  general  response  (p.5-11),  and  the 
"Grazing"  section  of  Chapter  4. 


The  majority  of  the  springs,  streams,  and  aspen  groves  cited  are 
in  the  Bodie  Hills.  Within  the  last  seven  years,  7  CRMPs  have 
been  developed  with  the  main  goal  of  improving  these  key 
resources  and  wildlife  habitat. 

Bishop  Resource  Area  permittees  have  livestock  operations  in 
California  and  Nevada.  These  permittees  or  their  families  have 
been  grazing  this  area  since  the  early  1 900's. 

See  Appendix  5  on  p.265  of  the  draft  RMP  for  a  listing  of 
allotment  grazing  information.  DPC  acreage  is  given  for  each 
Alternative  and  Management  Area  on  pp.51 -89  of  the  draft. 

121-7)    Please  refer  to  the  DPC  general  statement,  and  response  45-2. 

121-8)  See  general  responses  for  watershed  withdrawals  (p.5-8)  and 
acquisitions  and  disposals  (p.5-9). 

121-9)  We  appreciate  your  concern  for  improvement  of  wildlife  habitat 
quality  and  populations.  Your  comments  have  been  considered 
in  the  final  plan. 

121-10)  The  error  has  been  corrected  for  the  final  plan. 

121-11)  Information  collected  on  sage  grouse  lek  use  indicates  that 
vehicle  travel  and  camping  at  less  than  1/3  mile  can  cause 
displacement  of  birds  from  the  lek  or  disturbance  to  breeding 
behavior  during  the  breeding  season.  The  final  plan  does  not 
prohibit  vehicles  within  1/3  mile  of  leks;  this  concern  will  be 
addressed  in  vehicle  use  plans  to  be  developed  for  the  Bodie 
Hills  and  Long  Valley  resource  areas. 

121-12)  Primarily  changes  in  livestock  grazing  management  will  provide 
an  improvement  to  the  understory  vegetation  component  in  sage 
grouse  habitat. 
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121-13)  Providing  for  a  maximum  of  a  20%  change  from  optimum  bank 
condition  retains  the  stream  segment  at  the  highest  rated  value 
of  4.  Streambanks  remain  stable,  but  may  be  lightly  altered  in 
the  segment.  Natural  forces  contribute  some  minor  amount  of 
bank  alteration  on  occasion. 

121-14)  Mountain  beaver  (Order:  Rodentia)  is  a  native  species  to 
California  and  the  eastern  Sierra.  The  chukar  (or  Hungarian 
partridge)  is  an  exotic  species  introduced  to  California  from 
Europe.  The  impact  (habitat  competition)  by  chukar  on  native 
species  is  unknown. 

121-15)  The  word  'provide"  is  supposed  to  be  "manage".  A  small  portion 
of  the  Montgomery  Pass  wild  horse  herd  habitat  is  in  Adobe 
Valley  and  eastern  Mono  basin.  This  habitat  will  be  maintained 
as  per  the  existing  HMP. 

1 21  -1 6)  The  1 60  acre  limit  has  been  removed  from  the  final  plan. 

121-17)  The  Conway  Ranch  Partnership  has  received  approval  to 
intensively  develop  their  property  on  Conway  Meadow  which 
includes  a  substantial  segment  of  Wilson  Creek.  Our  intent  is  to 
work  cooperatively  with  the  partnership  to  ensure  the  Bureau- 
administered  portions  of  Wilson  Creek  are  not  impacted  due  to 
actions  on  the  private  land. 

121-18)  This  decision  has  been  changed  in  the  final  plan. 

121-19)  Concerning  Coleville,  please  refer  to  response  100-164.  The 
Granite  Mountain  management  area  statement  on  p.101  of  the 
draft  should  have  read:  "Diversion  of  up  to  5%  of  the  natural  flow 
from  any  stream  or  spring  could  remove  from  5-1 1  %  of  riparian 
vegetation  within  1 0  years."  These  are  potential  effects  under  a 
worse  case  situation.  Also  see  the  area-wide  decision 
concerning  "no  net  loss"  of  riparian  vegetation  (Chapter  2,  final 
RMP). 
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January  14,  1991 
Mike  Ferguson 

Area  Manager  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

787  N.  Main  Street,  Suite  P 

Bishop,  CA93514 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  respond  to  your  Draft  Resource 
Management  Plan.   It  is  a  document  that  will  affect  all  of  us  who  live  in 
and  visit  the  Bishop  Resource  Area.   My  comments  will  focus  on  the 
Bridgeport,  Bodie  Hills,  and  Granite  Mountain  Resource  Areas. 

Bridgeport:  I  support,  with  some  exceptions,  the  adoption  of  Alternative 
3  for  the  Bridgeport  Management  Area.  This  alternative  most  effectively 
endorses  the  wildlife  and  scenic  values  of  this  area.  The  Conway 
Summit  area  because  of  its  incredible  visual  value  should  be  designated 
as  an  ACEC.  The  Travertine  Hot  Springs  ,  because  of  their  unique 
nature  and  importance  to  the  local  population  should  be  protected  and 
maintained  under  the  designation  of  ACEC.  Activities  incompatible  with 
the  natural  charm  of  Travertine,  such  as  target  shooting  and  off  road 
vehicle  driving,  should  tw  pliminated. 

Because  of  their  scenic  and  potenital  wildlife  values,  I  would  like  to  see 
Virginia  Creek,  Green  Creek,  and  Dog  Creek  receive  Wild  and 
Scenic  River  Status.    PeHiaps  the  BLM  could  acquire  more  length  of 
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I  these  waterways  thereby  insuring  a  larger  area  to  Scenic  River  Status. 

I  do  not  support  mineral  exploration  on  Potato  Peak  in  the  Bodie 
Mountains.   I  would  like  to  see  permission  for  exploration  withdrawn  from 
this  area. 

Because  of  its  high  visibility  and  cultural  value,  I  do  not 
support  mineral  exploration  or  withdraw!  from  the  Dogtown 
lining  district.    I  ask  that  the  BLM  recognize  cultural  and  scenic  values 
in  areas  of  such  high  visibility  and  cultural  importance. 

Because  of  the  declining  populations  of  sage  grouse  and  deer  herds,  I 
support  the  protection  and  boost  Alternative  3  would  give  to 
these  populations. 

Bodie  Hills:   My  primary  concern  for  this  management  area  is  the  issue 
of  mining.    I  appreciate  under  Alternative  3  the  BLM  proposed  ACEC 
designation  for  the  Bodie  Bowl,  Potato  Peak,  Rough  Creek,  and  Beauty  Peak 
but  I  would  like  them  to  takes  this  designation  to  its  full  potential  and 
withdraw  mining  rights  from  these  areas.  The  stand  the  BLM  takes  now 
could  allow  for  degradation  of  these  scenic  and  historical  areas. 
The  BLM,  especially  in  regard  to  the  Bodie  Bowl,  has  the  opportunity, to 
recognize  that  cultural  and  scenic  values  can  be  more  important  to  the 
economy  and  livlihood  of  our  county  than  the  proposed  mining.  They  can 
recognize  that  the  health  of  Bodie  relies  not  just  on  preserving  the  town 
but  on  protecting  the  entire  environment  that  surrounds  and  is  a  part  of 
the  Bodie  experience  and  beauty. 
Please  withdraw  all  mining  rights  from  the  areas  surrounding 
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the  Bodie  State  Park.  The  mining  operation  would  produce  noise, 
scenic,  and  environmental  pollution  Unfortunately,  there  still  remain 
many  unknowns  about  the  intentions  of  the  mining  operations.  How  large 
will  the  open  pit  be?  The  BLM  should  not  support  an  activity  that  could  be 
so  destructive  to  a  state  treasure.  They  should  not  support  an  activity 
that  contains  so  many  unanswered  questions.  The  Resource  Management 
Plan  must  be  able  to  address  all  the  consequences — social,  economic, 
environmental,  scenic—  that  the  endorsement  of  mining  will  generate  in 
Mono  County.   In  this  way,  the  plan  seems  lacking.   All  four  of  the 
alternatives  endorse  mining  in  some  way.   An  alternative  exploring  the  no 
mining  option  needs  to  be  presented. 

I  appreciate  under  Alternative  3  the  restriction  of  snowmobiles  in  sage 
grouse  wintering  areas. 

I  also  support  the  designation  of  Copper  Mountain  as  an  ACEC.  It 

is  an  ideal  wildlife  habitat  and  is  essentia)  to  the  scenic  qualities  of  the 
Mono  Basin.  Again,  I  appreciate  the  concern  this  alternative  shows 
towards  wildlife 

Though  I  appreciate  the  BLM's  attempt  to  improve  recreation  in  the 
Eastern  Sierra,  I  question  the  need  for  mountain  bike  trails  in  the 
Bodie  Hills  Area.   This  may  be  inviting  future  degradation  of  the  land. 
Already,  there  are  many  roads  that  people  may  travel  via  bike,  foot,  or 
horse.  Perhaps  the  BLM  could  improve  some  of  these  roads  but  not 
encourage  the  construction  or  use  of  other  roads. 
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Granite  Mountain:  t  support  Alternative  3  for  the  Granite  Mountain 
Management  Area.   I  support  the  BLITs  attempts  in  this  alternative  to 
acquire  lands  to  enhance  wildlife  habitat  and  to  maintain  scenic  qualities. 
1  support  the  DPC  goals  to  improve  mule  deer,  sage  grouse,  pronghom, 
black  bear,  fish,  and  cavity  nesting  species  habitats. 

I  ask  that  the  BLM  seek  further  communication  with  the  Conway  Ranch 
£2-7         property  owners  in  order  to  potentially  acquire  this  private  property.   Its 
location  categorizes  it  as  one  of  the  most  scenic  parcels  in  the  Mono 
Basin    Though  I  understand  it  has  been  approved  by  Mono  County  and  that 
land  acquisition  has  not  been  a  priority,  I  ask  that  the  BLM  keep  this  as    a 
possibility.  Acquistion  of  this  land  would  create  a  scenic  byway  from  Lee 
Vining  to  Bridgeport  that  would  be  unparalled  in  the  state  of  California. 

Under  Alternative's  t  and  2  disposal  of  80  acres  adjacent  to  Mono  City  is 
122.-8         suggested.  This  80  acres  appears  to  be  part  of  a  deer  migration  corridor 
Its  scenic  value  is  noted  when  driving  down  Conway  Summit,  it  lessens 
the  visual  impact  of  the  community  of  Mono  City.   It  would  also,  when  the 
Conway  Ranch  project  is  developed,  provide  a  buffer  between  Mono  City 
and  this  large  development.   Subdivided,  this    parcel  would  add  to  the 
scenic  destruction  of  the  Mono  Basin.   I  ask  that  the  BLM  not  consider 
disposing  of  this  land.  The  community  of  Mono  City  has  not  reached  full 
buildout  Let  us  not  develop  valuable  open  space  when  the  developable  land 
is  undeveloped.    I  ask  that  the  BLM  withdraw  this  consideration  or  that 
they  look  at  establishing  this  parcel  as  a  greenbelt  and  maintaining  it  as  a 
natural  and  scenic  area. 
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BLM  Wilderness  Study  Areas:  I  was  disappointed  that  the  BLM 
recommended  only  27,420  acres  in  the  Southern  Inyo  WSA  for  Wilderness. 
I  was  also  disappointed  that  the  discussion  of  Wilderness  designation  for 
other  WSA's  was  not  addressed  in  the  Resource  Plan.  This  plan  seems  like 
the  appropriate  place  for  this  to  happen. 

In  conclusion,  I  thank  you  for  your  time.   1  would  like  to  see  the  Eastern 
Sierra  remain  the  visual  resource  it  is  today.   I  ask  that  your  plan  consider 
that  very  little  of  California  remains  as  it  was.  The  BLM    has  the 
opportunity  to  protect  for  future  generations  a  land  of  pristine  beauty. 


Thank  you  , 


'^5ju 


c^ 


^ 
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Patricia  Holland-Suppa 

P.O.  Box  372 

Lee  Vining,  CA  93541 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  122  (Patricia  Holland-Suppa) 

122-1)  Thank  you  for  your  comments.  They  have  been  noted  and 
considered  for  the  final  RMP. 

122-2)    Please  see  response  69-7. 

122-3)  The  Potato  Peak  area  is  adjacent  to  the  Bodie  Mountains 
Wilderness  Study  Area.  This  area  was  deemed  to  be  unsuitable 
for  wilderness  classification  in  the  EIS  prepared  to  address  that 
issue.  There  are  several  mining  claims  and  the  area  has  high 
mineral  potential  for  gold  and  other  metals.  See  general  mineral 
response,  item  3. 

122-4)  Please  see  the  general  Bodie  response.  Your  concerns  have 
been  addressed  in  that  response. 

122-5)    We  appreciate  your  concern  for  the  Copper  Mountain  ACEC. 

122-6)    Please  see  response  79-7. 

122-7,8)  Thank  you  for  your  comment.     See  general  response  for 
acquisitions  and  disposals  (p.5-9). 

1 22-9)  Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  123    (Tom  Noland,  Spainhower  I 
Ranch) 

1 23-1  The  existing  Ash  Creek  allotment  will  remain  a  valid  allotment. 
The  map  error  has  been  corrected. 

123-2)  The  RMP  provides  the  opportunity  to  reassess  the 
appropriateness  of  past  land  use  decisions.  The  previous 
decision  planned  for  the  inclusion  of  all  of  the  Ash  Creek 
unallotted  area  into  the  existing  Ash  Creek  Allotment,  conditional 
upon  the  needed  fencing  and  water  developments  being 
installed  by  the  permittee. 

Your  current  interest  in  only  the  unallotted  portion  west  of 
Highway  395  to  the  aqueduct  greatly  modifies  the  opportunities 
for  management  that  would  benefit  the  existing  Ash  Creek 
allotment.  We  do  not  perceive  a  great  benefit  to  extending 
grazing  use  of  some  40  HUM'S  on  approximately  2,500  acres  in 
this  area,  either  to  your  existing  Ash  Creek  allotment  or  to  your 
livestock  operation  in  general.  Maintaining  this  area  as 
unallocated  will  be  the  best  protection  of  the  range  both  under 
normal  conditions  and  during  drought. 

123-3)  The  corridor  decision  has  been  changed;  please  see  Chapter  2 
(p.2-47)  for  the  revised  decision  and  rationale.  Also  see  the 
general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.  5-1 6). 
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Roland  A.  Knapp 
113  Vista  Del  Mar  Dr. 
Santa  Barbara,  CA  93109 


Mike  Ferguson 

Bishop  Resource  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Lnad  Management 
787  N.  Main  Street,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA  93514 


Dear  Mr.  Ferguson, 


January  12, 1991 


I  am  writing  to  express  my  concern  with  various  sections  of  the  draft  Resource 
Management  Plan  for  the  Bishop  Resource  Area.  Although  dozens  of  pages  would 
be  necessary  to  adequately  address  the  plan's  shortcomings,  I  only  have  the  time  to 
address  a  few  key  issues.  I  will  focus  on  livestock  grazing  and  "Desired  Plant 
Communities". 

I  was  appalled  at  the  lack  of  changes  proposed  for  livestock  management  in  the 
RMP.  The  RMP  states  that  livestock  grazing  has  caused  the  widespread 
degradation  of  aquatic  habitats  (pg.  129, 134),  springs  (pg.  129,  135),  water  quality 
(pg.  129),  aspen  groves  (pg.  132),  and  bitterbrush/sagebrush  communities  (pg.  135). 
By  the  RMP's  own  admission,  fully  66  of  146  miles  of  stream  need  restoration  work 
and  an  additional  53  need  some  habitat  improvement.  To  sum  up  the  effects  of 
livestock  grazing,  the  RMP  states  that  The  ecological  condition  of  the  vegetative 
communities  can  generally  be  attributed  to  past  and  present  livestock  use"  (pg.  143). 
Despite  this,  the  RMP  does  not  address  stocking  levels,  seasons  of  use,  and  other 
details  of  livestock  "management",  deferring  such  important  decisions  until  a  later 
date.  According  to  the  RMP,  "if  the  resource  objectives  established  in  the  RMP  are 
not  being  met,  changes  in  livestock  grazing  practives  will  be  made  as  necessary  to 
achieve  those  objectives".  Given  that  your  agency  currently  has  the  necessary 
monitoring  data  to  show  that  these  objectives  are  not  being  met,  this  deferral  is 
extremely  troubling.  Instead  of  putting  off  decisions  which  must  be  made  now  if  the 
resource  is  to  be  adequately  protected,  the  RMP  should  present  monitoring  data  for 
each  allotment,  management  objectives  for  each  allotment,  and  recommendations 
to  ensure  that  these  objectives  are  met. 

The  RMP  proposes  a  series  of  resource  objectives  under  the  umbrella  term  of 
"Desired  Plant  Communities".  If  I  understand  correctly,  changes  in  livestock  grazing 
practices  will  be  instituted  if  DPC  guidelines  are  not  being  met.  It  is  extremely 
important,  therefore,  that  these  guidelines  are  such  that  the  plant  community 
resulting  from  DPC  management  is  one  in  a  healthy  state,  fully  capable  of 
supporting  near-maximum  levels  of  all  plant  and  animal  species  expected  to  exist  in 
that  particular  community.  Unfortunately,  as  described,  the  DPC  concept  is  next  to 
worthless.  There  is  no  way  to  discern  how  similar  the  DPC  is  to  an  ungrazed 
community  of  the  same  type.  For  example,  the  DPC  guidelines  for  aspen  groves  are 
designed  to  ensure  a  tree  size  composition  of  13%_>  12"  DBH,  37%  10-12"  DBH, 
and  50%  <  10"DBH.  Where  did  these  numbers  come  from?  How  does  this 
compare  with  an  ungrazed  aspen  grove?  For  all  I  know,  the  DPC  guidelines  may 
result  in  extremely  poor  aspen  grove  habitat  conditions.  Therefore,  for  all  DPC's, 
you  must  provide  baseline  (ungrazed)  conditions  against  which  we  can  judge  the 
validity  ofthe  DPC  guidelines. 
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Riparian  communities  are  extremely  important  habitats  for  a  tremendous 
number  of  wildlife  species  in  the  Bishop  Resource  Area.  The  DPC  guidelines  for 
these  communities  should  therefore  be  extremely  stringent.  Instead,  the  RMP 
suggests  a  DPC  goal  of  "maximizing  forage  volume  and  the  diversity  of 
microclimatic  features  in  the  site".  What  on  earth  does  this  mean?!  Since  livestock 
mainly  eat  grass,  this  could  be  interpreted  to  mean  that  the  DPC  will  be  composed 
of  lots  of  grass.  This  would  decidedly  not  represent  a  healthy  riparian  community. 
How  you  intend  to  "maximize  microclimatic  features"  is  equally  unclear. 

If  this  wasn't  bad  enough,  the  RMP  proposes  to  establish  DPC  management 
on  only  103,000  acres  of  the  745,000  acres  which  make  up  the  Bishop  Resource 
Area.  Therefore,  the  management  of  642,000  acres  will  remain  unchanged  no 
matter  what  the  condition  of  habitats  in  these  areas  is!  The  RMP  attempts  to 
placate  the  public  by  stating  that  the  "642,000  acres  would  remain  in  their  present 
condition  for  the  long  term".  This  is  truly  outrageous.  Since  your  own  monitoring 
data  shows  the  range  conditions  are  rapidly  declining,  this  acreage  would  NOT 
remain  in  its  present  condition! 

In  short,  I  see  nothing  in  the  RMP  which  even  vaguely  suggests  to  me  that 
your  District  has  any  intention  of  changing  its  abysmal  livestock  grazing  practices. 

A  few  additional  comments.  The  RMP  is  equally  abysmal  in  its  treatment  of 
Wilderness  Study  Areas.  At  the  very  least,  the  RMP  should  protect  the  roadless 
character  of  all  WSA's  until  designated  as  wilderness  or  "released"  by  Congress. 
The  RMP  proposes  to  withdraw  0.5%  of  land  from  mineral  entry.  Whose  land  is 
this  anyway?  I  was  under  the  impression  that  it  was  owned  by  the  public.  And 
finally,  this  utility  corridor  business.  This  has  no  place  in  the  RMP.  Powerline 
construction  should  be  considered  in  the  context  of  a  full-blown  EIS  which  considers 
all  aspects  of  the  construction,  not  just  its  affects  on  BLM  lands  within  the  Bishop 
Resource  Area.  As  treated  in  the  RMP,  the  impacts  of  a  powerline  through  the 
ecologically  sensitive  Deep  Springs  Valley  are  not  even  mentioned. 

My  suggestion  for  this  whole  process  is  that  you  postpone  it  until  you  really  want  to 
begin  managing  the  land  for  the  benefit  of  wildlife  and  plant  habitats,  and  not  a 
bunch  of  cowboys  and  miners. 


Sincerely, 


Roland  A.  Knap 


IVPfA- 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  124   (Roland  A.  Knapp) 

124-1)    Please  see  the  "Grazing"  general  respons  (p.5-11). 

The  majority  of  the  springs,  streams,  and  aspen  groves  cited  are 
in  the  Bodie  Hills.  Within  the  last  seven  years,  7  CRMPs  have 
been  developed  with  the  main  goal  of  improving  these  key 
resources  and  wildlife  habitat. 

124-2)    Please  refer  to  the  DPC  general  statement  (p.5-10). 

124-3)  Microclimatic  features  within  a  riparian  site  are  concerned  with 
the  structural  interlocking  of  stems  and  branches  within 
approximately  5  feet  of  the  ground.  With  greater  volume  of  this 
vegetation,  microclimatic  features  for  numerous  animal  species 
are  improved.  Your  interpretation  of  forage  volume  as  mostly 
grass  in  the  understory  component  of  riparian  sites  is  not 
necessarily  correct.  Much  woody  and  other  herbaceous 
vegetation  is  present. 

124-4)    Please  refer  to  the  DPC  general  statement. 

1 24-5)  Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 

124-6)  The  corridor  decision  has  been  changed;  please  see  Chapter  2 
(p.2-47)  for  the  revised  decision  and  rationale.  Also  see  the 
general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.5-16). 
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B47  PACIFIC  STREET 

PLACEWILLE.  CALIF.  95667 

PHONE:  1916)622-9013 


CERTIFIED  MAIL 


RRR 


January  15,  1991 


Michael  A.  Ferguson,  Area  Manager 
U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Bishop  Resource  Area 
787  No.  Main  Street,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA  93514-2498 

Reference:   Draft  Bishop  Resource  (RMP/EIS) 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

I  am  the  license  applicant  on  the  Paoha 
Hydroelectric  Project,  FERC  No.  3259  in  the 
Mono  Basin  Drainage  area,  pending  before  the 
FERC  since  1982. 

I  request  that  you  take  no  action  in  the 
Management  Plan  that  would  preclude  this 
project's  eventual  development. 

Sincerely, 

Joseph  M.  Keating 
License  Applicant 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  125  (Joseph  M.  Keating) 
1 25-1 )    Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


I2fe-I 


]2Lfe-2 


l2fc-3 


January  15, 1991 


Mr.  Mike  Ferguson 

Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

787  N.  Main  St. 

Suite  P 

Bishop,  CA  93514 


Dear  Mr.  Ferguson, 


I  would  like  to  complement  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  on  the 
overall  quality  of  the  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental 
Impact  Statement.  It  is  a  thorough  document  that  shows  awareness  and 
sensitivity  to  the  natural  resources  of  the  area. 

The  Transmission  Corridor  proposals  should  be  dropped  from  this  plan 
and  EIS.  No  consideration  to  Transmission  Corridors  outside  the  Owens  Valley 
are  considered.  The  data  used  to  identify  Soldier  Canyon  as  the  preferred 
route  are  incomplete,  either  through  inadvertent  omission  or  bias.  Concluding 
that  "Shorter  is  better"  is  a  woefully  inadequate  consideration  of  the  biological 
values  in  the  Soldier  Canyon  route. 

A  more  detailed  description  of,  and  plan  for  the  protection  and 
monitoring  of  aquatic  habitat  within  the  plan  area  is  needed.  No  DPC  for 
aquatic  plants  is  included.  In  The  Plan  it  is  acknowledged  that  the  water 
gathering  activities  of  The  City  of  Los  Angeles  Department  of  Water  and  Power 
will  probably  negatively  impact  the  environment  of  the  area,  this  is  especially 
true  of  spring  fields.  Further  clarification  of  plans  for  grazing  practices  in 
aquatic/riparian  areas  is  needed. 

The  management  of  BLM  lands  based  on  Desired  Plant  Communities  is 
one  of  the  strong  points  of  this  document.  However,  this  concept  should  be 
expanded  to  cover  the  entire  area. 

It  is  not  clear  what  monitoring  of  activities  will  be  instituted  to  assure 
compliance  with  the  plan.  Surely  the  Preferred  Alternative  is  unacceptable 
without  thorough  and  on  going  monitoring  of  human  activities  in  the  area. 

In  Alternatives  3  and  4  it  is  proposed  that  overgrazing  (over  utilization) 
be  allowed  to  continue  for  a  period  of  5  years.  Adjustments  to  grazing 
utilization  should  take  place  in  the  year  following  the  first  sign  of  over  use  of 
range.  A  well  planned  and  executed  monitoring  effort  should  preclude  this 
eventuality. 

I  fully  support  the  inclusion  of  a  large  are  of  the  Inyo  Mountains  in  the 
Wilderness  Study  Area.  This  would  lead,  hopefully,  to  Wilderness  designation 
for  these  areas. 

I  believe  Alternatives  1  and  2  are  unacceptable.  Alternative  4  would  be 
acceptable  only  when  a  well  defined  monitoring  and  enforcement  plan  was 
included  as  part  of  the  alternative. 

As  stated  in  your  document  Alternative  3  "Would  maintain  or  improve  the 
condition  of  the  natural  environment".  Barring  improvements  to  Alternative  4, 
Alternative  3  is  the  plan  I  will  support. 


5-378 


Thank  you  for  allowing  me  to  participate  in  the  formulation  of  this  plan 
and  again,  congratulations  on  the  preparation  of  a  balanced  and  thorough 
document. 


Sincerely, 


J  i\flM4J 


<?    ' 


Aw 


Thomas  C.  Lipp 
P.O.  Box  99 
Independence 
Calif.,  93526 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  126  (Thomas  C.  Lipp) 

126-1)  The  corridor  decision  has  been  changed;  please  see  Chapter  2 
for  the  revised  decision  and  rationale.  Also  see  the  general 
response  for  the  corridor  study.  Pages  38-39  and  Appendix  8 
of  the  draft  RMP  cite  vast  areas  of  land,  including  areas  outside 
the  Owens  Valley,  where  new  east-west  transmission  line 
corridors  have  been  considered  but  are  not  possible  because 
existing  or  proposed  land  use  allocations  (National  Monuments, 
military  reservations,  proposed  wildernesses,  Wilderness  Study 
Areas,  etc.),  terrain,  and/or  land  management  emphasis  preclude 
such  uses.  See  also  response  56-8  and  response  100-182. 

126-2)  When  appropriate,  we  intend  to  use  an  aquatic  vegetation  DPC 
in  future  activity  plans. 

Livestock  grazing  limits  in  riparian  areas  will  be  determined  in 
individual  action  plans  for  allotments  on  habitat  management 
plan  areas. 

For  an  answer  to  your  concern  for  applying  DPC  management 
to  the  entire  resource  area,  please  refer  to  the  DPC  general 
statement. 

126-3)  Please  see  the  "Grazing"  general  response  (p.5-11)  and 
response  120-2.  Also  see  the  "Monitoring"  section  in  Chapter  1 
of  the  final  RMP.  An  area-wide  monitoring  support  need  has 
been  added  to  Chapter  2. 


5-379 


Re:  DRMP/EIS  Bishop 


3750  El  Canto  Drive 
Spring  Valley,  CA  91977 
January  14,  1991 


Michael  Ferguson 

Bishop  Resource  Area  Manager,  BLM 
787  North  Main  9treet   Number  P 
Bishop,   CA  93514 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Bishop  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  accompanying  EIS.   I  have  been  privileged  to 
enjoy  this  area  since  the  1930s  as  a  hiker,  backpacker  and  skiier.. 
even  the  days  when  there  was  only  one  rope  tow  at  Crestview  and 
none  at  Mammoth,  and,  when  we  could  drink  freely  from  streams  and 
lakes. 

1  have  also  been  involved  with  the  wilderness  legislation  in  the 
50s  and  60s;  F1PMA  i'n  the  70s  and  the  California  Desert  Conservation 
Area  in  the  1980s. 

First,  I  commend  you  for  recommending  National  Wild  and  Scenic 
status  for  some  of  the  good  rivers/streams.  That  is  certainly 
a  right  step  in  the  direction  of  protecting  and  enhancing  this 
fantastic  area.  Perhaps  a  task  force  could  be  put  together  .to 
investigate  acquisition  of  private  properties  to  increase  the 
system. . .maybe  a  Sierra  Stream  Conservancy. 

Thank  you  also  for  proposing  ACEC  protection  for  several  areas  under 
Alternative  3.  Please  do  not  close  the  door  on  designating  others. 

As  to  wilderness,  I  am  disappointed  that  you  intend  to  "release" 
J  2.7 —  J     roadless  areas  without  further  study  and  public  participation-  If 
I  remember  correctly,  Congress  rejected  a  couple  of  wilderness 
proposals  which  carried  "release  language. 'Wilderness  is  not  a 
single-purpose  designation  as  some  claim,  nor  does  it  preclude 
mineral  extraction  in  the  event  of  a  national  emergency.  Actually, 
wilderness  is  a  multi-use  (though  not  development-orieflfted)  catagory. 
I  would  recommend  that  you  deleted  all  'release  language'  for 
roadless  areas  whether  or  not  recommended  for  wilderness . 

As  to  Off-road  Vehicles,  I  strongly  urge  all  language  and  plans 
12.7-2.    for  'dispersed  vehicle  recreation'  be  deleted.   Most  of  the  resource 
area  is  showing  signs  of  and  stress  from  unregulated  vehicle  use. 
Mountain  bikes  are  no  exception.   Dispersal  from  Byways  and  Backcountry 
Byways  will  be  difficult  to  control,  especially  if  various  jurisdic- 
tions are  involved  in  one  route:  varying  standards  and  enforcement 
will  make  education,  enhancement  and  protection  very  difficult. 

12.7-3  I  Grazing  and  Mining  are  holdovers  from  earlier  days;  of  "develipment" 


127-3 
ootrt 


127-H 


\Z7-S 


and  "use."   Both  are  single-purpose  uses  and  deny  access  and  use 
by  other  users.   Congressional  oversight  hearings  have  indicated 
the  low  return  to  the  public  from  such  uses.   Current  problems 
created  by  foreign  ownership  have  publicized  this  problem.  See 
attachment  A.   I  resent  the  fact  that  mining  companies  from 
abroad  take  home  the  big  profits  as  well  as  the  actual  gold,  silver 
or  whatever.   And  to  have  this  privilege  compounded  by  the  destruc- 
tion of  our  Bodie  is  gross.   I  recommend  that  BLM  withdraw  all 
mineral  rights  in  and  around  Bodie,  and  that  it  seriously  consider  rejecting 
applications  for  other  mining  operations  that  impact  the  area's 
resources,  clean  air  and  scenic  views. 


j  Grazing  in  or  adjacent  to  ACEC's  and  DPCs  should  be  pha 
.  f  exclosure  or  enclosure  fences  must  be  decided  only  a 


i  review, 


hased  out. The  use 
be  decided  only  after  full  public 
and  the  USFWS  in  the  case  of  Rare/Endangered/Threatedn  species. 


I  would  like  to  suggest  that  the  Bishop  Resource  Area  incorporate 
modern  planning  philo3f)hies.   It  is  probaly  too  late  to  revise  the 
Plan,   but  guidelines  could  be  revised  to  direct  future  planners 
as  well  as  current  managers  to  include  projects  and  decisions  re- 
flecting biodiversity,  wildlife  corridor,  landscape  linkages  such  as 
have  been  adopted  further  north  in  the  USFS's  Grider  Creek  area.  See 
attachment  B.   Try  it;  you'll  like  it!  and  the  public  will  support  you! 

I  support  Alternative  3  as  coming  the  closest  to  long-range,  sustain- 
able use  and  enhancement  of  this   Eastern  Sierra  precious  area. 

Please  keep  me  on  the  mailing  list  for  the  Final  RMP  and  EIS  as  well 
as  notices  of  hearings.   If  there  is  a  charge,  please  advise  me. 


Respectfully  submitted, 


(2/£* 


Harriet  Allen 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  127  (Harriet  Allen) 

1 27-1 )  Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 

1 27-2)  Please  see  general  response  to  comments  on  OHV  management 
(p.5-8). 

127-3)  Mining  and  grazing  are  allowed  by  law  as  two  of  many 
appropriate  uses  of  the  Public  Lands.  Please  see  the  general 
Bodie  response  to  answer  your  concerns. 

127-4)    Your  comment  has  been  considered  in  the  final  plan. 

127-5)  We  appreciate  your  concern  and  interest  in  new  strategies  for 
land  management.  Your  comment  has  been  considered  in  the 
final  plan. 


IZ8-I 


128-2. 
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P.O.  Drawer  V 
Independence,  Ca  . 
January  16,  1991 


93526 


Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Mangement 
787  N.  Main  ,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  Ca.,  93514 

Dear  Sir: 

The  following  are  my  comments  on  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Mangement's  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan   and  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement. 

In  Table  2-1,  Area-Wide  Summary  of  Decisions,  under  the 
title  Land,  the  preferred  Alternative  ^hows  the  acquisition  of 
18,700  acres,  but  disposition  of  only  8,900  acres  of  land.   I 
believe  this  imbalance  should  be  addressed  in  the  RMP  so  that 
the  amount  of  additional  Isnd  acquired  to  enhance  the  environment 
ahould  be  equal  to  that  disposed  of  for  community  expansion  and 
services  and  agriculture.   Inyo  County  is  already  owned  98.3%  by 
non-public  entities  and  needs  more  private  land  for  modest 
growth  to  sustain  the  economy  and  enhance  the  quality  of  life. 

I  would  like  to  see  the  280  acres  near  the  town  of  Independence 
released  to  the  community,  as  tentatively  agreed  to  in  the  1986 
Agreement  between  the  BLM,  LADWP,  and  Inyo  County  on  disposals 
and  withdrawn  lands. 

I  also  think  the  RMP  should  release  those  improved  parcels 
that  have  been  in  private  use  for  many  years.   The  Mannatt  property 
on  Independence  Creejc  has  been  a  private  residence  for  over  60  years. 
By  transferring  title  to  the  people,  who  have  held  these  properties, 
the  RMP  would  clear  up  the  uncertainty  over  the  status  of  the  parcels. 


Yours  truly, 
E.  Jane  Bright 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  128  (E.  Jane  Bright) 
128-1)    See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals  (p.5-9). 
128-2)    The  final  plan  has  been  revised  to  include  this  disposal. 
128-3)    See  response  to  comment  letter  41. 
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Sierra  Interests,  Inc. 


173  Summit  Road.  Bishop,  CA  93514 


January  14,  1991 


Mr.  Hike  Ferguson,  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
787  N.  Main  Street,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA  93514 

RE:  Draft  RMP  and  Draft  EIS  -  Bishop  Resource  Area 

Dear  Mike: 

This  is  to  respond  to  provisions  of  the  RMP  dealing  with 
land  acquisitions  and  land  dispositions.  The  preferred 
alternative  substantially  increases  the  amount  of  acreage  in 
public  hands  and  sharpens  the  local  economic  constraint 
cited  at  page  139  of  too  little  land  available  for  community 
services,  residential  development  and  industrial  uses. 

General  Plans  of  Inyo  County  and  the  City  of  Bishop  each 
call  for  substantial  releases  of  land  from  the  public  sector 
into  private  ownership.  Land  releases,  principally  those  of 
the  Los  Angeles  Department  of  Water  and  Power  close  to 
towns,  are  necessary  to  create  create  more  jobs,  provide 
needed  housing  and  generally  help  maintain  a  healthy  local 
economy. 

The  RMP  states  that  a  preferred  method  of  acquisition  is  by 
trade.  This  is  to  suggest  a  mitigation  measure  for  the 
problem  identified  in  your  plan.  The  BLM  should  first  trade 
its  "disposal"  land  to  the  LADWP  for  land  close  to  towns. 
Such  land  would  likely  then  prove  most  attractive  to  the 
private  sector.  This  attractivenes  could  then  be  used  to  the 
advantage  of  the  BLM  by  inducing  the  private  sector  to  buy 
your  "acquisition"  lands  and  then  trade  them  to  the  BLM  for 
the  more  useable  land  close  to  towns.  A  side  effect  of  this 
sequence  of  events  would  be  to  increase  investment  and  avoid 
added  government  spending  to  accomplish  the  plan  goals. 

I  believe  this  proposal,  if  cooperated  in  by  the  LADWP, 
would  be  helpful  to  the  local  governments  in  accomplishing 
their  already  adopted  plans,  would  induce  no  growth  beyond 
that  which  is  already  approved  by  the  elected  officials  in 
their  master  planning,  and  provide  a  means  to  help  the  BLM 
achieve  its  preferred  alternative  stated  in  the  RMP. 

Very  truly  yours, 


ery  tr 


David  L.  Smith 


Dave  fi.  Caroline  Smilh,  Owners 


AVAILABLE 

387-2630 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  1 29  (David  L  Smith,  Sierra  Interests, 
Inc.) 

129-1)  We  are  open  to  the  two-tiered  exchange  scenario  you  are 
proposing  but  it  may  not  be  practical.  LADWP  must  first  be 
willing  to  exchange  the  lands  to  us.  Also  the  costs  of 
processing  a  two-tiered  exchange  would,  of  course,  be  twice  that 
of  a  standard  exchange,  and  this  may  be  prohibitive.  If  LADWP 
is  willing  to  get  rid  of  some  of  their  land  near  communities,  direct 
purchase  from  them  would  be  much  more  practical  and  less 
expensive  than  the  two-tiered  exchanges  you  suggest.  However, 
we  appreciate  your  suggestion  and  it  is  worth  considering  as  an 
option  in  our  exchange  program  subsequent  to  the  completion 
of  the  plan.  See  also  the  general  response  for  acquisitions  and 
disposals  (p. 5-9). 
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WRITTEN  STATEMENT 


BISHOP  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

(If  you  wish  to  make  a  written  statement,  you  may  do  so  on 
this  form.   Please  submit  It  to  a  BLM  representative  at  the 
meeting.) 
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Name  (please  print) 


Meeting  Location: 


(town) 


Street  Address 


City 


State 
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WRITTEN  STATEMENT 


BISHOP  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

(If  you  wtsh  to  make  a  written  statement,  you  may  do  so  on 
this  form.   Please  submit  it  to  a  BLM  representative  at  the 
mee  t  ing . ) 
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WRITTEN  STATEMENT 


BISHOP  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

(If  you  wish  to  make  a  written  statement,  you  may  do  so  on 
this  form.   Please  submit  it  to  a  BLM  representative  at  the 
meeting.) 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  130  (R.A.  Noles) 

1 30-1 )    Thank  you  for  your  comment.  It  has  been  noted  and  considered 
for  the  final  RMP. 

130-2)    Please  see  response  79-7. 
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I3I-2. 


Mike  Fergusen 

Area  Manager 

Bishop  Resource  Area 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

787  N.  Main  Street 

Sui  te  P 

Bishop,  CA   93514 


Dear  Mike: 


January  4,  1991 


Following  are  some  of  my  personal  comments  about  the  Bishop 
Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 
My  emp I  oyers  will  be  sending  additional  comments .    I  have 
refered  to  specific  pages  of    your  text  with  many  of  my 
comments;  even  though  I  only  include  one  page  number  an  item 
occurs  on,  my  comments  apply  to  the  same  item  everywhere  it 
occurs.   My  comments  are  generally  in  the  order  that  I 
noticed  items  in  the  RMP,  not  necessari ly  some  order  of 
i  mportance : 

My  personal  perspective  is  based  on  my  know  I  edge  of  plant 
ecology  and  detai Is  of  wi Idl ife  habitat  features.    I  use 
public  (BLM  and  FS)  lands  for  my  own  recreational  interest* 
including  hunting,  fishing,  photography,  opportunities  for 
sol  i tude ,  and  observation  of  domestic  I  ivestock  production 
practices.    I  am  not  a  livestock  or  mine  owner,  so  I  don't 
have  a  direct  econom  ic  interest  in  your  RMP .    I  believe  I  am 
making  the  fol lowing  statements  from  the  standpoint  of  a 
reasonab I y  we  II  informed  user  of  BLM  managed  areas. 

I  considered  not  reading  the  entire  document  when  I  found 
the  statement  on  Page  4  (near  bottom  of  second  cot  umn)  that 
the  BLM  is  planning  to  cause  "negative  impacts  to  I ivestock 
grazing".   This  statement  (indicating  that  livestock  grazing 
is  a  prob I  em  in  itself)  seems  to  set  the  tone  of  much  of  the 
RMP. 

Page  8-10,  Cumu lative  Impact  Summar  ies.   Please  include 
detai Is  of  the  effects  on  I ivestock  production  and  I ivestock 
producers.   I  be  I  ieve  that  the  social  and  economic 
consequences  of  reducing  agricultural  production  are  far 
greater  than  the  relatively  few  benefits  (to  wildlife  and 
recreation)  promised  in  this  document. 

Page  19  -  overvi  ew  notes  that  "concern  has  been  expressed 
about  visual  quality;  the  health  of  wildlife  populations; 
the  condition  of  streams  and  their  fish  populations;  and 
riparian  habitats."   I  know  that  concern  has  also  been 
expressed  about  the  loss  of  opportunities  for  private 
enterprise  in  the  form  of  livestock  production  and  this 
should  be  noted  here. 
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Page  24  includes  livestock  grazing  on  a  list  of  issues 
dropped  from  analysis  yet  the  text  has  numerous  references 
to  reducing  livestock  grazing  and  changing  grazing  licenses 
to  sheep  use;  apparently  based  on  presumptions  that 
livestock  grazing  is  always  the  problem.   A  proactive 
approach  to  livestock  grazing  management  would  help  reduce 
my  conf us  i  on . 

Page  24  has  an  important  reference  to  "levels  of  decisions" 
which  I  agree  with.   There  seem  to  be  some  statements  in  the 
text  that  contradict  this  "levels  of  decisions"  idea.   The 
most  noticeable  of  these  involve  the  Desired  Plant  Commun  i  ty 
<DCP>  descriptions.   I  understand  that  the  DPC  concept  was 
originally  developed  by  the  RISC  committee  as  an  enlargement 
of  the  techniques  of  defining  Ecological  Sites  (Range  Sites) 
and  Ecological  Status  (Range  Condition).   Beginning  in  1986 
the  BLM  began  preparing  policy  to  incorporate  the  DPC 
concepts  into  management  activities.   BLM  termed  this 
development  the  "Vegetation  Management  Initiative"  and 
expects  to  have  national  standards  for  implementation  in 
Fiscal  Year  1991. 
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t  that  the  DPCs  developed  for  the  Bishop  RMP  be  re- 
to  conform  with  i  nformat ion  that  is  known  about 
Ecological  Sites  (or  Range  Sites)  and  that  the  DPC 
ions  not  be  included  in  the  RMP.   Portions  of 
DPCs  seem  to  reflect  what  wildlife  biologists  would 
provide  as  habitat  for  animals  without  adequate 
e  to  site  capability  (perhaps  these  areas  could  be 
"wildlife  biologist  habitats").   I  also  suggest 
references  to  the  specific  "activity  level" 
s  such  as  livestock  utilization  levels  be  removed 
is  RMP's)  DPCs. 


Wouldn't  it  be  consistent  with  the  discussion  of  RMP 
purposes  to  simply  state  that  DPCs  as  defined  by  the 
Vegetation  Management  Initiative  memos  (and  any  subsequent 
terminology)  will  be  used  in  activity  level  decisions?   Th i 
would  instruct  managers  to  use  the  DPC  concept  and  al low 
development  of  DPC  descriptions  on  a  site  specific  basis. 
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understand  from  the  introduction  that  this  RMP  has  been 
spared  to  formulate  management  policy  for  certain 
tivities  that  were  not  included  in  previous  planning 
cuments.   Yet  the  contents  of  the  RMP  give  me  the 
pression  that  decisions  for  some  ideal  levels  of  wildlife 
b i tat  are  taking  precedence  over  other  land  uses.   There 

tittle  evidence  that  having  what  someone  considers 
t i  mum  (100%  of  value)  wildlife  habitat  is  always 
cessary.   We  can  likely  have  less  than  this  optimum 
Idl ife  habitat  value  and  still  have  very  healthy  wildlife 
pulations;  and  at  the  same  time,  gain  in  values  of  other 
tivities  such  as  mining,  recreation,  or  livestock 
oduction.   Why  do  so  many  decisions  seem  to  be  driven  by 
Idl  ife  biologist  needs  in  a  document  dedicated  to  Mu I t i  pie 
a  (as  required  by  FLPMA) ? 


fine  several  terms  that  have  recently  bee  ome 
resource  management.   Congratulations  for 


Page  28-31  d 

i  mpo  rtan t  i  n 

effectively  using  GIS  technology.   The  Scenic  Byway 

designation  seems  like  a  useful  public  information 

techn  i  que . 

Two  designations  that  seem  to  be  evolving  into  restrictive 
classifications  that  I  find  objectionable  are  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  and  ACECs .   I  liked  the  original  use  of  these 
designations,  but  now  they  seem  to  have  become  a  form  of 
land  withdrawal  that  doesn't  require  congressional  action 
(by  virtue  of  land  use  restrictions  that  are  imposed  when  an 
area  is  designated  for  study).   Why  have  you  listed  Atastra 
Creek  and  Rough  Creek  as  suitable  for  further  study  in  this 
section  but  in  later  sections  you  describe  these  creeks  as 
needing  special   improvements  to  restore  them?   It  seems  to 
me  that  some  of  the  W  &  S  River  and  ACEC  proposals  in 
Alternatives  3  &  4  are  intended  to  control  certain  land  uees 
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more  than  to  protect  outstanding  values  and  they  should  be 
removed  from  the  RMP. 

Page  36-37  contain  the  tables  of  area-wide  summary  of 
decisions.   These  two  pages  are  a  t  well  prepared  and  very 
much  appreciated  for  their  usefulness.   I  would  like  you  to 
add  a  reference  to  Ecological  Status  or  Range  Condition  to 
the  portions  of  this  table  dealing  with  vegetation;  this 
would  indicate  how  the  goals  for  vegetation  are  technically 
real  i  s t  i  c . 
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Starting  on  page  40,  the  term  "protection"  is  used  in 
reference  to  plant  commun  i  t  i  es/w  ildlife  habitat.   What  does 
"protection"  mean  in  the  context  of  your  management? 
Protection  from  what  or  whom?   Perhaps  you  could  use 
"properly  manage"  or  a  simi  I ar  term? 
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Also  on  page  40,  the  description  of  Alternative  2  says  that 
land  uses  would  have  few  restrictions.   As  discussed  above, 
this  statement  is  very  misleading  and  should  be  replaced 
with  a  statement  that  indicates  that  present  BLM  po I  icy 
restricts  uses. 


Page  46  (Alt.  3  and  later  in  Alt.  4>  inc 
"protection"  term  that  implies  no  other 
sage  grouse  habitat  statements.  A  state 
of  sagebrush  habitat  to  be  optimum  for  s 
a  DPC  goal;  is  it  realistic  and  attainab 
purpose  of  a  40%  utilization  limit  w i th i 
I  know  of  no  benefits  to  sage  grouse  fro 
so— cal led  sagebrush-b i tterbrush  vegetati 
purpose  is  to  restrict  livestock  grazing 
should  be  eliminated.  The  RMP  restr  i  ct  i 
uti  I  ization  of  bitterbrush  by  I  ivestock 
particular  good  for  the  plants.  Why  is 
of  big  game  habitat  use  periodic  heavy  c 
bitterbrush  to  "prune"  the  plants  to  a  m 
use  by  deer.  This  30%  utilization  restr 
eliminate  the  opportunity  for  progressiv 
bitterbrush  stands  and  should  be  removed 
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from  the  RMP. 


"Protection"  of  sensitive  plant  habitats,  candidate  species, 
listed  species,  aspen  groves,  etc.  worries  me.   Many  of  the 
species  of  plants  deserving  consideration  as  threatened  or 
endangered  seem  to  thrive  on  areas  that  have  been  disturbed. 
Their  greatest  abundance  seems  to  be  in  serai  plant 
communities.   This  is  another  place  where  the  term 
"protection"  should  be  replaced  with  proper  management. 

Prohibition  of  water  diversions  seems  pointless  for  the 
Bridgeport  and  Bodie  Hi  I  Is  areas  since  al  1  of  the  existing 
water  seems  to  be  allocated.   As  an  RMP  guideline,  this 
restriction  might  prevent  construction  of  needed  livestock 
or  wildlife  management  facilities.   I  tend  to  favor  the  very 
specific  prohibition  of  ground  water  pumping  to  "mine"  water 
for  use  in  urban  areas. 

Page  63-65  -  Enhancement  of  dispersed  recreation  sounds 
terrific  if  it  means  that  dispersed  recreation  is  the  form 
of  recreation  that  management  decisions  will  be  based  on. 
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I  believe  that  the  ACEC  designation  of  Bod i e  Bowl  and  the 
entire  Potato  Peak/Bodie  Mt. /Rough  Creek  areas  dilutes  the 
value  of  ACEC  designation  and  shouldn't  be  a  part  of  this 
RMP. 

Changing  class  of  I  ivestock  from  cattle  to  sheep  seems 
arbitrary.   It  also  is  very  un likely  that  cattle  operators 
could  switch  to  sheep  operations  for  the  Bod i e  Hills  area 
without  suffering  severe  business  losses.   That  statement  of 
mandatory  changes  from  licensed  cattle  use  to  sheep  use 
should  be  removed  f  rom  the  RMP. 

Fue I  wood  and  Chr  i  stmas  tree  harvests  are  a  good  idea,  I 
especially  like  the  pi  an  to  coordinate  harvest  areas  with 
wildlife  habitat  improvement  needs.   The  prohibition  of 
removing  dead  wood  doesn't  seem  especially  valuable  in 
Pinyon/Juniper  woodlands  or  Aspen  stands  since  much  of  the 
dead  wood  would  have  very  low  value  as  fuelwood  and  wouldn't 
be  taken  anyway.   Prescribed  burning  as  another  form  of 
manipulation  of  plant  communities  is  also  a  sound  management 
practice.   Both  need  to  be  completed  with  ful I  awareness  of 
Ecological  Sites  and  potential  for  planned  changes  in 
vegetat  i  on . 

Page  96  -  Impacts  of  Alternatives  in  Bodie  Hills  area 
include  reduced  wildlife  populations  in  Alt  1  &  2  and 
increased  wildlife  populations  under  Alternatives  3  8t  4.   It 
would  help  if  you  could  describe  why  these  increased 
wildlife  populations  are  an  important  management  goat. 

I  don't  agree  with  your  conclusions  about  livestock  grazing 
(within  current  policy  and  regulations)  having  the  above 
affects.   It  is  a  historic  fact  that  mule  deer  and  sage 
grouse  populations  included  much  higher  numbers  of  animals 
in  the  past  when  livestock  numbers  were  also  greater, 
livestock  grazing  was  much  less  controlled,  and  ecological 
statue  of  the  ecological  sites  was  lower  than  present. 
Since  there  is  no  convincing  evidence  that  livestock  grazing 
at  its  present  level  will  cause  reduction  of  wildlife 
populations,  I  would  like  the  reference  to  livestock  grazing 
removed  f  rom  these  types  of  statements. 

There  may  be  some  correlation  of  high  levels  of  vehicle  use 
with  reduced  wildlife  populations,  I'd  be  interested  in 
knowing  what  facts  support  this  idea.   Is  there  some 
correlation  with  the  incidence  of  poaching,  oris  some th  i  ng 
else  likely  to  affect  wildlife  populations? 

I  have  read  very  convincing  studies  showing  that  predation 
common  I y  prevents  adequate  levels  of  reproduction  among  the 
wi  Idl  ife  species  of  concern  in  this  RMP.   Birds  such  as 
ravens  and  magpies  can  destroy  most  sage  hen  nests,  coyotes 
can  literally  prevent  pronghorn  and  mule  deer  f awn  survival. 
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I  believe  that  current  technical  knowledge  for  range 
management  can  provide  the  improvements  in  trout  habitat 
attributed  to  Alternatives  3  &  4,  without  the  expensive 
regulation  involved  in  those  alternatives.   In  fact,  current 
BLM  planning  documents  call  for  more  intensive  management  of 
livestock,  recreation,  mining  etc.;   Alternatives  1  &  2 
should  also  provide  all  of  the  benefits  ascribed  to  Alt.  3  & 
4. 
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It  might  help  to  consider  how  mule  deer  successfully  drop 
fawns  in  areas  that  have  no  trees  along  streams.   According 
iterature  I've  read,  mule  deer  fawn  in  any  area  th 


to  I 


.._t  has 

water  nearby  for  the  doe  (within  1/4  mile)  and  enough  cover 
near  the  ground  to  hide  a  newborn  fawn. 

Page  120  indicates  that  someone  has  decide  that  the  mine 
operation  planned  for  the  Bodie  Bluff  area  would  be 
"incompatible"  with  the  Bodie  State  Park  management 
philosophy.   I've  had  two  opportunities  to  visit  the 
potential  mine  site  and  hear  explanations  of  the  planned 
development.   The  mine  operators  are  carefully  planning 
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their  development  to  avoid  damag  ing  park  values.   My 
conclusion  is  that  the  mine  development  would  actual  ly 
enhance  the  values  of  the  park  by  providing  a  contrast 
between  new  and  old  mining  techniques. 

Page  129  the  stream  reaches  described  as  degraded  in  the 
first  column  could  also  be  degraded  due  to  naturally 
occurring  runoff;  ;please  add  that  possibility  to  the 
causes. 

Page  129,  second  column  indicates  excessive  levels  of 
mercury  in  Bodie  Creek.   If  management  to  improve  trout 
habitat  is  successful,  will  the  trout  be  safe  for  an i ma  Is 
and  humans  to  eat?   Is  there  a  need  for  an  extensive  clean- 
-  up  of  the  stream  channel? 

Also  on  page  129,  a  statement  that  removal  of  vegetation 
within  a  watershed  initiates  sediment  transport  is  a  little 
misleading.   A  problem  does  exist  if  the  extent  of 
vegetative  cover  removal  results  in  the  soils  being  more 
exposed  to  erosion.   Improper  management  such  as  poorly 
planned  recreational  construction,  does  cause  massive 
erosion  as  vegetation  is  completely  removed  from  sites. 
Moderate  livestock  grazing,  especially  when  a  planned 
grazing  system  is  followed,  is  not  likely  to  result  in 
accelerated  erosion.  Some  soil  movement  occurs  naturally, 
much  of  it  is  limited  to  movement  of  soil  for  short 
d  i  stances . 

In  this  statement  there  is  an  attempt  to  associate  sediment 
generated  from  a  watershed  with  gully  formation  and  with 
sediment  levels  in  several  Bodie  Hills  streams.   I  find  the 
paragraph  is  confusing.   Perhaps  explaining  some  of  the 
specific  causes  of  erosion  throughout  watersheds  would  help. 
For  example,  Bodie  Hills  is  subject  to  very  intense  storms 
with  massive  amounts  of  runoff  which  is  a  natural  cause  of 
stream  sediments.   Also  several  of  the  streams  mentioned 
exist  within  gullies  formed  a  long  time  ago.   Any  gully  will 
continue  to  erode  and  become  wider  in  the  natural  process  of 
stabilizing  banks;  sediment  in  such  streams  doesn't  reflect 
a  problem  of  watershed  condition,  it  simply  indicates  the 
gully  has  not  stabilized  yet. 

Page  149  includes  statements  that  livestock  grazing  has 
adversely  effected  qualities  of  streams,  aspen  stands,  and 
watershed  areas.   While  these  dramat i  c  statements  are 
generally  true,  I  feel  they  are  presented  in  a  misleading 
way.   My  observations  in  the  Bodie  Hi  I  Is  include:   most  of 
the  area's  upland  range  sites  are  in  Good  or  Excellent  range 
condition,  this  means  the  plant  communities  are  protecting 
soils  from  erosion  over  most  of  the  area  (there  are 
exceptions  such  as  P i nyon— Jun i per  invasion  of  range  sites). 
Areas  of  damages  to  streams  seem  to  be  the  result  of  both 
past  uncontrolled  iivestock  grazing,  mining  devel opment,  and 
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recreational  uses.   Present  I  ivestock  operations  are  sti  I  I 
causing  a  few  problems  and  the  livestock  owners  are 
recognizing  this  and  seeking  solutions.   Please  change  this 
and  simi  I ar  statements  to  indicate  what  I  ivestock  caused 
problems  are  in  fact  being  caused  by  the  livestock  present 
today.   I'm  not  suggesting  that  the  unsatisfactory 
conditions  along  stream  banks  should  be  ignored  if  they  were 
caused  in  the  distant  past;  I  am  asking  that  the  same 
qualifications  that  were  provided  for  mining  and 
recreational  vehicles  be  applied  to  livestock. 

Page  151  includes  a  statement  that  sensitive  plant  species 
are  being  impacted  by  1 ivestock,  wi  Idl ife,  recreation,  and 
mineral  development.  The  same  paragraph  also  says  the 
populations  are  stable.  As  mentioned  above,  I'm  concerned 
with  the  potential  impacts  of  changes  in  management  that 
result  in  "protection"  of  these  species  and  would  like  you 
to  d  i  scuss  th  i  s . 

Page  239-243  contain  the  DPC  descriptions  that  I  discussed 
early  in  this  letter.  Using  the  DPC  descriptions  as  a  way 
to  include  livestock  forage  utilization  restrictions  is 

inappropriate  for  a  DPC  and  should  be  eliminated.   Please 
consider  limiting  the  RMP  discussion  of  DPCs  to  an 

instruction  that  this  concept  will  be  used  as  a  management 
tool  and  the  actual  DPC  descriptions  wi  I  I  be  developed 
within  activity  plans  for  site  specific  needs. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  your  RMP/EIS. 
Please  don't  hesitate  to  ask  for  explanations  of  anything 
I ' ve  wr  i  tten . 


S  i  nee  re  I y , 


]S*n 


Floyd  W.  Rathbun 
P.O.  Box  1612 
Fallon,  Nevada   89406 


Work  Phone  <702> 423-5124 
Home  Phone  (702)423-4267 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  131  (Floyd  Rathbun) 

131-1)  Grazing  was  not  shown  in  the  Impact  Summary  Table  because 
for  the  most  part,  grazing  was  not  an  issue  in  this  document. 
Grazing  issues  were  addressed  in  the  grazing  EISs  written  in 
1 981  and  1 983,  and  current  management  follows  the  preferred 
alternative  of  these  EISs  and  the  subsequent  MFP  decisions. 
The  Alternative  4  decisions  are  considered  a  fine-tuning  of 
current  management.  See  the  "Grazing"  general  response  (p.5- 
11). 

The  impacts  on  livestock  grazing  are  described  on  pp.200-202 
of  the  draft  RMP.  These  impacts  have  been  revised  in  the 
"grazing"  section  of  Chapter  4. 

131-2)  The  BLM  is  well  aware  of  the  interest  in  grazing  on  public  land, 
both  for  and  against  it.  The  BLM  considers  livestock  grazing  to 
be  part  of  the  multiple  use  concept  and  will  manage  grazing 
within  this  concept. 

1 31  -3)    See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals. 

131-4)  The  decision  to  encourage  a  change  from  cattle  to  sheep 
grazing  has  been  removed  from  the  final  RMP. 

Livestock  grazing  is  not  the  sole  factor  behind  the  present 
conditions  of  the  key  management  areas  within  the  RMP,  but 
grazing  is  a  contributing  factor.  Certainly  the  CRMPs  being  used 
for  the  Bodie  Hills  represent  a  proactive  approach. 

131-5)    Please  refer  to  the  DPC  general  statement  (p.5-10). 

131-6)  It  is  our  opinion  that  the  area-wide  and  management  area 
Alternative  4  decisions  reflect  a  proper  mix  of  use  and 
conservation  of  the  natural  resources  in  the  resource  area.  We 
direct  your  attention  to  pp.24-26  of  the  draft  plan,  regarding  the 
adoption  of  prior  decisions  and  guidelines  which  are  part  of  this 
plan. 


131-7)  Rough  and  Atastra  Creeks  minimally  meet  the  eligibility  criteria 
under  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River  Act.  Restoration  is  necessary 
to  attain  the  biological  potential  of  both  stream  systems. 

131-8)  The  RMP  decisions  do  not  refer  to  changes  in  ecological 
condition.  The  decisions  involving  vegetation  are  related  to 
habitat  needs  and  may  or  may  not  result  in  changes  in 
ecological  condition. 

131-9)    Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

131-10)  Yearlong  and  seasonal  protection  are  defined  in  the  glossary. 

Your  concern  regarding  the  use  of  the  2-mile  radius  for 
protection  around  sage  grouse  leks  has  been  considered  in  the 
final  plan. 

131-11)  The  statement  does  not  refer  to  "present  BLM  policy."  It  is 
describing  the  Custodial  Management  Alternative  which  would 
be  less  restrictive  than  present  policy. 

131-12)  In  our  opinion  the  60%  criterion  for  sage  grouse  habitat  is 
attainable. 

The  40%  use  level  has  been  removed  from  the  final  plan.  Please 
refer  to  the  final  area-wide  decision  concerning  livestock  use 
within  2  miles  of  sage  grouse  leks. 

Bitterbrush  is  a  primary  forage  species  for  seven  deer  herds 
which  use  lands  in  this  resource  area  as  winter  range,  summer 
range  or  migration  routes.  The  ability  of  mule  deer  to  survive  the 
winter  and  to  produce  and  recruit  fawns  into  the  population  is 
largely  determined  by  the  quality  and  volume  of  bitterbrush 
present  in  those  areas.  In  our  opinion,  30%  use  of  annual 
growth  on  bitterbrush  will  not  measurably  alter  production  and 
survivorship  of  mule  deer. 

131-13,14)  Your  comments  have  been  considered  in  the  final  plan. 
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131-15)  Please  see  general  Bodie  response  at  the  beginning  of  this 
chapter.  In  reference  to  your  comment  about  the  shooting 
prohibition  in  the  Bodie  Bowl,  it  has  been  modified  in  the  final 
RMP  to  consider  a  boundary  that  is  more  practical. 

131-16)  Your  comment  has  been  considered  in  the  final  plan. 

131-17)  The  decision  to  change  the  type  of  use  from  cattle  to  sheep  has 
been  removed  from  the  final  RMP. 

131-18)  We  appreciate  your  concern  with  our  intended  management  for 
the  pinyon-juniper  and  aspen  vegetation  types.  Retaining  down 
wood  will  aid,  in  our  opinion,  in  the  production  of  insects  and 
other  invertebrates  which  provide  a  food  base  for  ground 
foraging  birds,  mineral  cycling,  nitrogen  fixation,  and  habitat  for 
wildlife. 

131-19)  Increased  wildlife  populations  are  possible,  in  our  opinion,  since 
several  of  the  vegetation  communities  are  missing  or  have 
diminished  structural  components  in  the  site  which  would 
otherwise  provide  nesting,  brooding  and  foraging  habitat 
capable  of  supplying  a  greater  abundance  of  individuals  and 
species. 

Your    comment    concerning    livestock    grazing    has    been 
considered  in  the  final  plan. 

131-20)  Our  professional  judgement  and  field  observations  lead  us  to 
believe  that  there  is  a  correlation  between  wildlife  impacts  and 
vehicle  use  during  the  hunting  season.  Additionally,  poaching 
has  contributed  to  loss  of  mule  deer  and  pronghorn. 

131-21)  A  statement  concerning  predator  control  has  not  been  deluded 
in  the  final  plan.  The  Bureau  policy  toward  predator  control  is  to 
first  document  that  a  need  for  predator  removal  exists.  The 
environmental  analysis  process  then  determines  if  predator 
removal  would  cause  unacceptable  impacts  to  other  resources. 
A  decision  record  for  the  specific  predator  removal  proposal  is 
then  issued. 


131-22)  The  question  of  species  survivorship  should  not  be  a  point  of 
concern  given  the  various  decisions  in  Alternatives  3  and  4 
which  address  an  improvement  in  habitat  quality. 

131  -23)  Since  the  desired  plant  community  management  prescribes  that 
50%  of  the  existing  aspen  stands  meet  RMP  objectives,  some 
aspen  stands  may  be  left  with  openings  for  camping.  These 
areas  will  be  determined  at  the  activity  plan  level  which  is 
outside  the  scope  of  this  RMP. 

131-24)  Your  comment  has  been  noted  and  documented. 

131-25)  Our  exclosures  on  other  streams  in  the  resource  area  show  that 
with  a  proper  quality  and  abundance  of  vegetative  bank  cover, 
the  channel  is  able  to  maintain  its  conformation  at  flows  which 
exceed  channel  capacity. 

131-26)  We  will  continue  to  conduct  water  quality  monitoring  on  Bodie 
Creek  and  institute  measures,  if  necessary,  to  ensure  public 
safety.  We  suggest  the  same  concern  be  expressed  by  the 
livestock  operator  in  that  cattle  regularly  utilize  the  portions  of 
upper  Bodie  Creek  where  mercury  was  detected. 

131-27)  The  errata  section  of  the  final  plan  notes  that  removal  of 
vegetation  "contributes  to,"  rather  than  "initiates,"  sediment 
transport. 

Stream  sediments  contribute  to  gullying  in  the  following  manner: 
Sediment  laden  waters  can  aggrade  a  stream  channel  which 
changes  channel  slope.  A  change  in  slope  or  shape  which 
increases  water  velocity  increases  the  amount  of  sediment  a 
stream  can  carry.  A  stream  will  establish  the  slope  which  will 
provide  just  the  velocity  of  water  necessary  to  transport  its 
sediment  load.  The  transport  and  eventual  deposition  of 
sediments  alters  channel  integrity.  Constant  change  in  channel 
slope  and  shape  can  either  cut  a  new  channel  or  degrade  the 
existing  channel. 
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1 31  -28)  We  recognize  that  past  livestock  grazing  caused  a  change  in  the 
quality  and  productivity  (plant  and  animal)  of  overall  watersheds 
in  the  Bodie  Hills.  However,  current  grazing  practices  continue 
to  prevent  measurable  improvement  of  watershed  conditions 
over  much  of  the  Bodie  Hills. 

131-29)  Your  comment  has  been  considered  in  the  final  plan. 

131-30)  The  DPC  descriptions,  with  some  modifications,  remain  in  the 
final  document.  There  are  no  specific  livestock  utilization 
standards  in  the  DPCs.  Where  a  residual  herbaceous  plant 
height  of  6"  was  described  the  parameter  now  says  4-6". 


1/14/91 

Michael  Ferguson 
Bishop  Resource  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
787  N  Main  St,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA  93514 

Mr .  Ferguson , 

I  am  writing  to  provide  comments  on  your  draft  Resource 
Management  Plan.   I  disagree  strongly  with  your  choice  of  a 
preferred  alternative.   Instead,  I  support  Alternative  3, 
the  natural  resources  enhancement  alternative,  but  with  the 
following  changes.   Most  importantly,  all  Wilderness  Study 
Areas  must  be  explicitly  managed  as  wilderness  and  their 
roadless  character  maintained.   Your  own  wilderness 
guidelines  require  this.   Only  Congress  can  change  the 
status  of  WSAs,  and  until  Congress  decides  on  the  status  of 
WSAs  in  your  resource  area ,  you  must  manage  them  as 
wilderness.   I  believe  this  is  contained  in  the  "non- 
impairment"  section  of  your  WSA  guidelines. 

Alternative  3  should  also  be  improved  by  adding  all  BLM 
lands  adjacent  to  Bodie  State  Park  to  the  30,000  already 
withdrawn  from  mineral  development  in  the  alternative.   You 
have  a  clear  responsibility  to  protect  this  historical 
resource.   Also,  you  should  inventory  all  grazing  range  to 
determine  those  areas  which  are  suffering  from  over-grazing. 
Over-grazed  areas  should  be  closed  to  future  grazing  until 
they  are  completely  recovered.   Finally,  Alternative  3  could 
be  improved  by  placing  greater  restrictions  on  ORV  use. 
Obviously,  ORVs  cannot  be  allowed  in  WSAs.   But  they  should 
be  eliminated  from  ACECs  and  other  areas  where  they  could 
damage  resources. 

Thank  you  for  considering  my  views  when  you  prepare  the 
final  plan.   A  modified  Alternative  3  would  be  a  good  plan. 


Sincerely, 


Robert  J.  McLaughlin 
980  Peralta  Ave 
Albany,  CA  94706 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  132 

1 32)  "Letter  1 32"  represents  34  letters  similar  to  the  one  shown  on  this 
page.  They  were  apparently  generated  by  a  protection  oriented 
flyer  of  unknown  origin.  Thirty  of  the  letters  urged  us  to  protect 
the  roadless  character  of  all  wilderness  study  areas  (see  Chapter 
1,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final  RMP  for  further 
information  on  the  wilderness  review  process).  25  letters 
supported  withdrawal  of  all  BLM  lands  adjacent  to  Bodie  State 
Park  (See  the  General  Response  to  concerns  about  Bodie),  27 
urged  assessment  of  range  condition  and  restriction  or 
elimination  of  grazing  in  impacted  areas  (See  the  General 
Response  to  grazing  concerns),  28  urged  prohibiting  off  road 
vehicle  use  in  various  key  areas  (See  the  General  Response  to 
OHV  concerns),  27  support  designation  of  the  ten  streams  that 
are  eligible  for  Wild  and  Scenic  River  status  and  encourage  the 
acquisition  of  adjacent  private  lands  (See  response  to  Letter  1), 
and  30  support  Alternative  3.  The  authors  of  these  letters  are 
listed  in  Appendix  7. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  133  (Mike  Sota) 
133-1)    Your  comment  is  noted  and  appreciated. 


Ar«a   Manager 
BLM  ,   Bishop 

Dear   Sir: 


I34-I 


134  -2 
134-3 

13H-M 


PC    Eox    2C5 

Big   Pine,    CA   95515 

10  January  1991 


following   are   only    a    few    of   my    concerns    and    questions    concerning 
the   Bl shoo   Resource  Management   Plan    and    Environmental    Impact 
Statement.    The    comments    refer  only    to    the   area   between   Owens   Lake 
to    Benton,    there  was    not    enough    time   to   deal   with    the   remainder. 

WITHDRAWALS  &  LAND   DISPOSALS:      Revoking   all    watershed    withdrawals 
could    he   the   beginning   of    the    end    for  protection   of   many   area    as 
more   and   mere  land    Is    sought   cy    county   and    private  parties.    BLM 
lands    are  public  'lands    and    should    not   be    relinquished.    The   annual 
amendment  process   would    open    It    all    uc    for   future  disposals.    Such 
revocation  would    have  major   cumulative   impacts   which   are  not  dealt 
with   In    the  Plan. 


I3W-S" 


!3H-fe 


What    is   meant  on  Pg   49,    Alt. 4,    "Bureau   lands   wtll    not   be   available 
for  disposal    under    the   agricultural    land    laws'? 

Pg  199-200,    Alt. 2,    savs    the   dune   ccmmunlty   will    remain    intact   and 
productive,    yet  Pg.  162    states    "Bureau   land   disposals    for   agri- 
culture development   have    the  potential    to    eliminate    a   large   portion 
of    the   candidate  dune  weevil    habitat".    Which   is    it    to    be? 

Pg   271    refers    to    site-specific   RAs   before   dieoosal    of   BLM   parcels. 
Will    the   public    have   Involvement   or   notification   or   will    It  be 
the  usual    negative  declaration? 


I   onlv   had    time    to   look   at    the  Plan    from  Owe: 
would    have  liked    to   visit    some   cf    the   areas 
but    the   comment  period   was    too    snort.    Follow 
concerns   on    just    a    few    of    the   lands    consider 

1.  Sanddunes    are   exceedingly   limited    in    th 
and    the''    contain    FDeclallzed   dune    Inver 

value.    Dlsoosale    should    not   be  done   before    s 
boundnries    so    that  dines    can    remain    In 
evstems    Involved    in    the   potential    disco 
end    of  OwenE  Lake,    ana    the   area    about  4 
Benton    (centered   around    Sec. 8). 

2.  What   are   the  tjl3ns    for    the   area    at    the 
Ganvon?    If   agriculture,   where  will    the 
from    the    springs    above,    or   from   groundw 
the   east    side   of  Owens  V  all  ev   has   been 


ns  Lake    to    Benton,    and 
suggested    for   disriosal 
lng   are   some   of   my 
ed    for  dl  sposal  : 
e   Owens  Valley    area 
tebrates   of    scientific 
urveys    to   pinpoint  dune 
BLM   control.    Two   dune 
sals:    the   northeast 
miles   north  of 

mouth  of  Mazourka 
water  be  obtained? 
ater  pumping    (which 
free   of)?    This    ar»a 
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ISM-fc 
coat. 
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is    the  north   end    of    the  distribution   ol    Larrea    In   Owens 
valley.    Creosote    rings    'are  oresent.    Agriculture   uee   there 
would   destroy   nearly    all    of    this  pooul  a  tion ;    It   should 
remit n   under  BLK   control. 

Many  d1  epoeal   parcels  hive  water  on   or   near    the   surface.    Now 
that  DWF  has  deetroved   nearly   ill    euch   habl  ti  t    (springs,   wet 
iieidowB  ,    subsurface  water,    etc}    on    the  Valley    floor,    the 
little  bit   remaining   Bhould   be  given    full    protection    and    none 
of   It    turned   over   to  private  parties.    Thl  e    should    be  made  a 
part  of    the  Management  Flan. 

Many   of    the  original   dirt   roads    to    remote  areas  ,   euch   as    to 
the  canyon?   of    east   slope  White  Mountains,   were  lost  when 
lands   were   tak<»n  over  by   alfalfa    growers.    Any  disposals 
Bhould    be  done   In    euch  a   way   as    to    retain    rights-of-way    for 
users   of   such   roads. 


TRANSMISSION   GCRH1D0RI      I   prefer  no  E-W   corridor  here,   and    saw    no 
131J-4  real   pressing  n<=eJ   demonstrated   tn    the  Plan   for  bringing  power   to 

California    from   *hd    through  central   Nevada.    Of    the   3    corridors 
described,    the  Fiiona    route  creates    the  least   impact    to   visual, 
wildlife,   and  vegetation    reeourcee.    If  EHF    te   of   concern    to tn^iiaM*.,'^ d 
^JJ/Jt  population  s    puch   as    tul  e   elk   calving   areas.    Also,    thefcldler 

[    "    Canvon   area    Is  virtually   untouched    by  human   intrusion   and    te    free 
of   Impaots    from   graztng  by  cattle,   sheep,   horses    or  burroB.    And 
there  are   sensitive   resource?    thit  lie   to    the   east    that   the  BLM 
Han  does    not   address    at   all. 


I3H-II 
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FUELWOODi      I   have  seen    the    effects  of   harvesting  other   than 
down/dead   wood    tn  Nevada.    Flease  do   not   allow    harvesting  of  live 
trees    for   anv  purpose!   down   and   dead  cnlv..    (Fg  77,    Alt.?,  does 
not    state  whether  or  not   It  will   be  down/dead   only). 

WILD  4  SCENIC  RJVERSi  The  plan  does  not  state  why  so  few  creeks 
were  chosen  for  this  category.  I  think  there  are  several  others 
that  have   Just   as   good   or  better  qualifications    for  selection, 

DESIRED  PLAN»  CCMMUNITIESi      Some  of    the  D*C   goals    seem    to    entail 
aantpulatton    to    Htmprovert    beyond    the  natural    Etate   In  order   to   pro- 
duce more  deer,    etc.    And,    though   stated   manJC   ttm<"s    In    the  Han    that 
primary  vegetation  damage  le    from   cattle  grazing,   grazing  will    re- 
oelve  virtually  no    limitations    (Fg  195'    "Riparian    reeourcee"    etc). 
The  Flan   never    states   how    "DPC   goals"    are   to    be    achieved.    Will    It 
involve  controlled    burning?   Herbicides?    Thinning?   Encouraging  one 
Plant   ppectee    to   grow    at    the    expense  of   others?   What    exactly  will 
be  done    to   'increase  habitat  diversity"   on    riparian   areas? 

What  does    (Fg  K)    "Meet  DFC   goals   on   5,120   acres   of  pinvon- Juniper 
areas    to    Improve  habitat   for  mule  deer,    blackbear,    and   cavity 
nesting   species"    mean?    This   If    for   the  South   Inyo  MA;    there   are   no 
black   bears   in    the   Inyo   Mts    (or  te    It  planned    to    Introduce    them?). 
The   same   for   the  Benton  HA   (Fg  77). 

WIlDLIBEi      "Wildlife"    throughout    the  Flan    refers   primarily    to   a 
handful   of    specific    species;    something  needs    to   be  said    about 
oonplete  wildlife   communities    and    for  diversity   of  ill   wildlife. 

At   top  left  of  Fg  77,    the  Flan   appears    to    exhibit   a  prejudice 
against   amphibians. 

What   Is   meant  bv   "Develop   n»w    channelB    for  listed    specles"?(fg  8)). 

Why   "reintroduce"    bighorn   sheep    to    the   Inyo  Mts   when    at  least  2 


J  3^-13 
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herds    al  ready    ext  fit    there 'i    If    the    new    Bh?eD    come    I  rom   ou  lb iu  e    trie 
Inyo   Mts  ,    native   gene  ocol  a    would    be    affected. 

Among  ma.nv   oth*=r  un^olilnpd    statements*    "Coordinate  with   Cjf^&CJ 
the    Introduction   of    threatened    and    endangered    species". 

I've    eeen    the  damage    to   natural    soring   habitats    where    rare    flBh 
have  been   placed    (Fish   Slough,   Warm   Spring,   Little  Hot   Creek),    and 
I    do    not    like    to    Bee   more   eprlngs    altered    for    this    purpose    at    the 
expense  of  mtlve    aquatic    soecles.    Before   such   work    1b  done,    a 
full    study   of    even    the   micro-organisms    should    be    made   at    these 
email    and    easily-disturbed    habitats.    Otherwise   It   cannot   be   called 
habitat    ''improvement"    or    "enhancement"    as    proclaimed    In    the   Flan. 


Introduced    to    springs,    ratner   tnan   1 1  eh   Into   places  where  native 
organlems  probablv   never  had    f  1  eh   as   oart  of    their    evolution. 
(Why  does    the  flan    so   of  ten   uee   the   term   "rein  troduc  tlon'*   of 
end  angered    f  1  eh   when   most   of    the    pdt!  nge    pi  anned    for    tha  t   purpose 


endangPitM     i  i  en    nuvti    iuu?  l    u.i      mc     run 

mopt  likely   nev  er  had    f 1  ph    In    them?), 

GRAZINGi      Too  many    terms    are  not  defined    In    the  flan   or   else    refer 
to   other  documents.    Standard    Coeratlng  frocedures    have  very  often 
not   been    Implemented,    for    example   fg   P€9    (C.9.    &.   C.10.).    Monitor- 
ing ol    riparian    and    other    resources   must    be    Increased    over  present 
levels,    fg  194-195    state?    that,    for  .all    the   alternatives,    "ripar- 
ian   reeources   would    continue    to    be  heavllv    Impacted    bv   livestock 
gracing",    yet   only   minor   changes    in    grazing  practices    are   proposed. 
The  conclusions  on   fg  195,    "a    plight   positive   Impact  on    existing 
rloarlan    conditions",    could    become  more    than   "slight"    if   grazing 
were  better  controlled.     I    am  very   much   in    favor   of   prohibiting 
grazing   In   unique  Larkln  Lake  i   Fish   Slouch   and   hope   more  such 
actions   will    be   carried    out. 

AQUATIC    AND    RIf ARIAN :      Decisions   on    all     the    Alternatives    (fgs  '40-50) 
Indicate  protection   of    all     rloarlan    areas.    This    mupt    Includ*  pro- 
tection  of  potential    as    well    ib   e/1  sting    etiueuilc    species.    It   should 
be  clearly    etated    In    the  flan    that   complete   studies   will    first  be 
done  on   all    eprlngs  which  are  proposed    fcr   introduction   of    fish 
(fg  77-89).    Sprlngenalle   were  only    recently    Investigated,    elee 
there  would    be  no   mention  of    them    in    the   flan,    Unptudled    aquatic 
Invertebrates    at    eprlngs    Include   fl1.ee,    stoneflles,    caddis    files  p 
mayflies,    beetles,    several    groupe  of   crustaceans  ,    all  of  which   can 
be   Impacted   or   eliminated    bv   habitat   manipulation   and   preeence  of   fish. 

I    agree  with    the    ptatements    In    the  flan    that    restrictions    on   di- 
versions   and    ptrong  limitations  on   hydroelectric   development   are 
necessary   to   protect   aquatic  &    riparian    resources.    And   protection 
of   pprlng   rppources    from   grazing  must  be   enforced    as   per  Standard 
Operating  Frocedures    tfg   ?69  ,   G.9.). 

Thank   vou    for    the  opportunity    to   comment  on    this   RMf , 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  134  (Derham  Giuliani) 

1 34-1 )  See  general  responses  for  watershed  withdrawals  (p.5-8)  and  for 
acquisitions  and  disposals  (p.5-9). 

134-2)  BLM  lands  which  are  identified  for  disposal  could  be  only  be 
disposed  of  by  exchange,  sale,  Recreation  and  Public  Purpose 
patent,  or  mineral  patent,  and  they  are  not  available  for  disposal 
via  Desert  Land  Entry  or  Indian  Allotment. 

134-3)  In  the  final  plan,  dune  habitat  will  be  retained  in  Bureau 
ownership. 

134-4)    See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals. 

134-5)  Dune  areas  are  not  proposed  for  disposal  at  Owens  Lake  in  the 
final  plan.  Dune  areas  north  of  Benton  would  be  inventoried  for 
species  of  management  concern  prior  to  a  final  determination  on 
retention  or  disposal. 

134-6)    See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals. 

134-7)  An  environmental  assessment  will  be  conducted  on  any  parcels 
proposed  for  disposal  in  the  final  plan.  Should  resources  of  a 
special  management  concern  be  found  at  any  of  the  proposed 
disposals,  the  analysis  will  determine  if  the  site  should  remain 
under  Bureau  administration. 

134-8)  Rights-of-way  for  public  access  can  be  retained  where 
necessary.  See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals. 


134-9)  The  corridor  decision  has  been  changed;  please  see  Chapter  2 
(p.2-47)  for  the  revised  decision  and  rationale.  Also  see  the 
Need  Analysis  section  of  the  general  response  for  the  corridor 
study  (p.5-16)  and  response  100-182,  concerning  the  need  for 
a  new  east-west  corridor  designation  and  the  difference  in 
environmental  impacts  between  the  three  areas  considered. 


No  concern  was  raised  during  the  public  scoping  and 
environmental  analysis  phase  of  the  corridor  study  that  indicated 
any  concerns  regarding  potential  impacts  of  EMF  to  wildlife 
populations;  therefore,  it  was  not  addressed  in  this  study.  Any 
potential  impacts  of  the  effects  of  prolonged  human  exposure  to 
high  levels  of  EMF  may  or  may  not  be  applicable  to  wildlife 
species.  See  the  EMF  section  of  the  general  response  for  the 
corridor  study. 

Concerning  impacts  to  the  natural  values  of  the  Soldier  Canyon 
Alternative  Area,  see  response  105-1. 

Concerning  potential  impacts  to  lands  outside  the  study  area, 
see  the  Impact  to  Adjacent  Jurisdictional  Areas  section  of  the 
general  response  for  the  corridor  study. 

1 34-1 0)  Harvesting  of  fuelwood  will  be  for  dead  and  down  wood.  Please 
refer  to  response  93-6. 

134-11)  The  eligibility  determinations  were  made  for  all  creeks  in  the 
resource  area  The  creeks  that  were  not  eligible  failed  to  meet 
the  criteria  Please  see  Chapter  1  and  Appendix  2  of  the  draft 
RMP  for  more  information. 

134-12)  Please  refer  to  the  DPC  general  statement  (p.5-10). 

134-13)  Please  refer  to  the  goal  statements  for  the  aspen,  riparian  and 
pinyon-juniper  DPC  descriptions  on  pp.242  and  243  of  the  draft 
plan  for  wildlife  diversity.  We  believe  many  of  our  Alternative  4 
decisions  could  provide  secondary  benefits  of  improved  natural 
community  quality  and  wildlife  diversity. 

No  prejudice  against  any  one  species  is  intended  in  any  of  the 
decisions.  Proper  biologic  inventories  of  springs,  and  any  other 
areas  proposed  as  a  site  to  introduce  listed  species,  would  be 
conducted  along  with  analysis  of  potential  project  effects  on 
other  resources. 

The  reference  to  "new  channels"  on  p.83  has  been  removed  from 
the  final  document. 
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Bighorn  sheep  introduction  to  the  west  side  of  the  Inyo 
Mountains  would  only  occur  if  analysis  of  habitat  information  and 
coordination  with  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
indicated  a  reasonable  chance  of  success.  Other  factors,  like 
the  need  to  place  artificial  water  sources  in  the  area,  would  be 
determinants  of  whether  the  project  would  be  feasible.  Any 
sheep  selected  for  introduction  would  come  from  populations 
considered  acceptable  by  the  California  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game. 

Concerning  reintroduction  of  threatened  or  endangered  species 
to  former  habitat,  our  Master  Memorandum  of  Understanding 
(CA-192)  with  California  notes  that  the  Bureau  agrees  to  notify 
and  confer  with  the  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  for 
recommendations  on  the  project  specific  management  of  state 
listed  species. 

134-14)  The  resource  area  policy  concerning  use  of  natural  springs  for 
introduction  of  federally  listed  species  is  to  conduct  a  thorough 
inventory  of  the  aquatic  fauna  prior  to  fish  introduction.  Our 
working  approach  is  to  not  actually  introduce  fish  into  the  natural 
spring  environment  in  the  future,  but  to  construct  an  artificial 
"pond"  nearby  and  use  the  least  amount  of  water  necessary  to 
establish  a  flow-through  system  which  returns  the  water 
downstream  of  the  spring  source. 

134-15)  A  final  plan  SOP  provides  for  species  management  in  a  manner 
to  avoid  the  need  for  state  or  federal  listing.  Before  introduction 
of  P.  aardahli  to  Bureau  land  could  be  approved,  consultation 
and  recommended  management  would  be  sought  from  the 
California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  and  other  professionals 
in  the  field  of  aquatic  biology. 

134-16)  The  incorporation  of  other  documents  into  the  RMP  would  result 
in  an  unmanageable  document  of  tremendous  size,  therefore 
these  documents  are  referenced.  See  the  "Grazing"  general 
response. 

Standard  Operating  Procedures  are  necessary  and  are  not 
intended  to  be  overlooked.    Compliance  to  C.9.  is  an  ongoing 


process;  the  most  recent  exclosures  are  at  Indian  Springs, 
Stringer  Meadow,  Cottonwood  Artesian,  Reservoir,  Four  Way 
Meadow,  and  North  Potato  Peak.  Spring  exclosures  are 
considered  a  last  resort  due  to  the  possible  impacts  to  wildlife 
(fence  strikes)  and  the  high  maintenance  costs.  Compliance  to 
C.10.  has  been  lax  and  will  improve. 

Currently  monitoring  is  being  done  on  grazing,  aspen  groves, 
streams,  deer  winter  range,  sage  grouse  leks,  Wilderness  Study 
Areas,  recreation,  OHV,  and  minerals.  Many  of  the  RMP 
decisions  will  be  implemented  by  activity  plans,  and  these  plans 
all  have  monitoring  sections.  Please  see  "monitoring"  section  in 
Chapter  1  of  the  final  RMP.  An  area-wide  "monitoring"  support 
need  has  been  added  to  Chapter  2. 

The  impacts  and  the  results  cited  refer  to  riparian  resources  on 
a  region-wide  basis.  The  BLM  portion  of  impacts  and  results  are 
stated  as  such  for  each  alternative. 

134-17)  Please  see  response  134-14. 
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PLANNING  •   ENGINEERING 
D   RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT 


MO  N  MINNESOTA  ST    •  CARSON  CITV.  NEVADA  B9JOT  ■   [T021BB3I6OO 


January  14,  1991 


Mr.  Michael  Ferguson,  Area  Manager 
USDA  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
787  N.  Main  Street,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  California  93514 

RE:      Comments  on  the  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

Resource  Concepts,  Inc.  (RCI),  a  private  resource  consulting  firm  based  in  Carson  City,  Nevada, 
submits  the  following  comments  regarding  the  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (RMP/EIS)  on  behalf  of  F.M  Fulstone,  Inc.,  FIM,  Inc.,  and  the  Flying  M  Ranch. 
The  primary  concern  of  these  permittees  is  that  this  document  represents  a  lack  of  supportable  data 
on  which  to  base  the  management  decisions  contained.  Further  concerns  include  the  level  at  which 
many  of  the  decisions  were  made  and  the  apparently  speculative  nature  in  which  they  were  made. 
RCI  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  and  is  confident  that  this  and 
other  input  from  affected  interests  will  be  included  or  adequately  addressed  in  the  Final  RMP/EIS. 
the  following  text  presents  a  summary  of  the  concerns  of  RCI  on  behalf  of  its  clients. 

This  letter  is  organized  in  the  following  manner:  introduction,  comments  on  general  issues,  comments 
on  specific  issues  referenced  by  RMP  page  number,  areas  of  agreement,  and  conclusions  and 
recommendations.  The  page  numbers  cited  reflect  one  reference  in  the  RMP/EIS  but  apply  to  the 
same  item  wherever  it  appears  in  the  document  Specific  comments  are  included  in  order  of  their 
reference  to  the  RMP/EIS,  not  in  the  order  of  importance. 

RCI's  foremost  area  of  concern  is  that  the  Draft  Bishop  RMP/EIS  establishes  land  use  and 
management  direction  without  specific  justification.  As  specified  in  43  CFR  1601.0-2,  it  is  RCI's 
understanding  that  an  RMP/EIS  is  meant  to  be  a  tool  in  which  guidelines  and  general  objectives  are 
established  with  public  participatiba  Specific  actions  should  be  planned  through  coordinated  and 
integrated  resource  management  processes  at  the  allotment  and/or  activity  planning  level.  If  specific 
actions  are  set  at  a  level  high  in  the  planning  hierarchy;  innovation,  flexibility,  and  creativity  are 
eliminated  from  lower  planning  opportunities.  There  should  be  3  levels  of  planning  for  this  Resource 
Area:  the  Land  Use  Plan  (RMP),  to  provide  general  guidelines  and  directions;  mid-level  plans,  such 
as  the  allotment  management  plans  (AMP)  and  the  habitat  management  plans  (HMP);  and  low-level 
plans,  such  as  activity  level  plans.  The  RMP/EIS  process  is  not  a  forum  to  remove  management 
options  from  the  resource  manager,  but  one  in  which  to  provide  some  general  guides.  While 
recommendations  and  input  created  at  the  RMP/EIS  level  should  guide  the  resource  manager,  it  is 
important  that  all  options  are  left  open  for  consideration  by  allotment  planning  teams. 
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Mr.  Michael  Ferguson,  Area  Manager 
January  14,  1991 
Page  2 


Resource  management  is  an  art  and  a  science.  This  document  does  not  provide  documentation  of 
the  science,  yet  it  is  restrictive  to  the  point  that  it  removes  the  managerial  opportunity  to  apply  the 
art  of  management  in  the  resource  area.  For  example,  a  preliminary  mapping  of  proposed  areas  of 
special  management  concern  was  done  on  one  40,000  acre  allotment  This  mapping  revealed  that 
39,000  (98%)  of  those  acres  fell  under  management  restrictions  contained  in  this  RMP/EIS.  This 
leaves  very  little  room  for  managers  and  permittees  to  manage  with  all  options  available.  It  the 
purpose  of  this  RMP/EIS  to  limit  management  or  to  enhance  it? 

Planning,  management,  and  monitoring  are  better  approaches  to  use  in  reaching  objectives  than 
reductions  and  prohibition  of  uses.  If  uses  are  reduced  or  eliminated,  the  relationship  of  these 
reductions  to  objectives  should  be  direct  with  documented  rationale  related  to  attainability.  The 
impacts  of  resultant  changes  should  be  analyzed  and  fully  discussed  for  public  disclosure.  As  pointed 
out  in  the  following  questions  and  comments,  the  current  RMP/EIS  is  severely  lacking  in  these  areas. 

GENERAL  ISSUES 

RMP/EIS  Alternatives 

RCI  disagrees  with  the  statement  that  "each  of  the  proposed  alternatives  describes  a  realistic  and 
achievable  mix  of  management  actions  and  land  use  allocations"  (pg  38).  The  restrictions  set  down 
by  this  RMP/EIS  compromise  "realistic  and  attainable*  by  creating  a  situation  in  which  proper 
management  of  the  resource  is  impossible.  Management  "gridlock"  may  occur  due  to  a  removal  of 
options  and  flexibility  available  to  the  resource  manager. 

•  The  No  Action/Continuation  of  Present  Management  Alternative  (Alternative  1)  could  be 

a  workable  alternative  on  this  Resource  Area.  The  resource  is  in  good  condition  and  is 
improving.  With  continued  good  management,  improvements  can  continue  to  take  place. 
This  has  been  a  "realistic  and  achievable"  management  plan  over  the  last  several  years. 

.  The  Custodial  Management  Alternative  (Alternative  2)  is  probably  not  a  workable  alternative. 

There  is  not  enough  consideration  of  all  of  the  multiple  uses  included  in  this  alternative. 

The  Natural  Resource  Enhancement  Alternative  (Alternative  3)  does  not  appear  to  be  » 
viable  alternative  considering  applicable  laws,  valid  existing  uses,  private  land  inclusions, 
commodity  demands,  and  needs  of  the  local  communities.  This  alternative  fails  to  make 
consideration  for  all  factors. 

The  Intent  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  (Alternative  4)  should  be  a  win/win  situation  for  ell, 
recognizing  that  more  intensive  management  will  require  additional  inputs  from  the  BLM  and 
permittees.  As  described  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  Alternative  4  is  not  a  "reasonable  and 
attainable"  plan.  For  Alternative  4  to  be  reasonable,  a  cooperative  planning  approach  should 
decide  what  additional  management  will  be  implemented  to  reach  multiple  use  objective*. 

The  stated  purpose  of  the  preferred  alternative  is  to  reflect  a  "best  estimate  of  multiple  see 
management".    However,  commodity  production  appears  to  receive  less  comkteration  than  me-' 
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commodity  uses.  Effective  livestock  grazing  can  be  used  to  attain  wildlife  habitat  objectives.  The 
preferred  alternative  should  discuss  the  positive  values  of  livestock  grazing  and  propose  a  plan  that 
provides  for  carrying  the  permitted  AUMs  as  a  result  of  better  management  There  is  no 
demonstrated  need  in  the  RMP/EIS  for  recreational  activities  to  require  additional  restrictions  on 
livestock  grazing.  For  Alternative  4  to  be  a  "reasonable  and  attainable"  plan  numerous  changes  need 
to  be  made.  Many  of  these  changes  are  addressed  in  this  letter.  Another  question  of  attainability 
arises  due  to  the  recent  precedence  for  budget  restrictions.  Alternative  4  is  a  input  intensive  plan. 
Without  a  hierarchy  of  priorities  established,  it  is  impossible  to  predict  which  programs  will  be 
implemented  and  which  will  be  postponed  in  the  event  of  a  budget  shortfall.  Will  an  accounting  for 
the  costs  of  all  alternatives  be  provided?  Will  a  hierarchy  for  funding  be  established? 


Desired  Plant  Communities 

After  many  years  of  experience  in  cooperative  planning  on  public  lands,  Dr.  J.  Wayne  Burkhardt, 
University  of  Nevada-Reno,  has  developed  a  workable  approach  for  developing  objectives  for  the 
management  of  plant  communities  and  tracking  progress  (attached).  The  DPC  concept  is  a  multiple 
use  concept  The  determination  of  the  Desired  Plant  Communities  (DPC)  must  include  consideration 
of  all  multiple  uses;  livestock,  wildlife,  visual  resources,  mining,  recreation,  etc.  This  should  be  done 
through  a  cooperative  and  integrated  planning  process  at  the  allotment  and/or  activity  planning  level- 


Basing  grazing  management  decisions  on  DPC  goals  is  an  excellent  objective.  However,  this  concept 
is  not  designed  to  be  used  in  the  way  that  it  is  being  used  in  this  document,  i.e.  selection  of  a  desired 
community  first  and  adjustment  of  other  uses  to  fit.  All  uses  should  be  considered  in  the 
development  of  the  DPC,  unless  some  are  exclusive  of  others.  One  consideration  of  the  DPC  process 
should  be  to  provide  for  the  economic  productivity  of  livestock  permittees,  and  provide  sufficient 
forage  to  maintain  current  stocking  rates  or  to  replace  AUMs  lost  in  previous  reductions.  DPCs  are 
not  the  place  to  express  restrictive  management  guidelines.  They  should  be  established  at  the  mid- 
level  planning  phase  to  allow  progress  toward  the  objectives  outlined  in  the  DPC  Will  the  final 
RMP/EIS  contain  or  incorporate  DPC  objectives  to  maintain  or  improve  livestock  forage  and  the 
current  economic  viability  of  the  livestock  grazing  permits? 

The  DPC  concept  should  be  used  to  monitor  how  close  to  DPC  objectives  the  present  plant 
community  is  and  to  gauge  which  direction  the  trend  is  moving  in  relation  to  these  objectives.  It  is 
important  that  DPCs  are  reasonable  and  attainable.  Site  potential  is  an  important  criteria  for  DPC 
determination.  These  considerations  are  not  mentioned  in  the  RMP/EIS.  Will  all  DPCs  be 
reasonable  and  attainable?  How  will  "reasonable  and  attainable"  be  determined? 


Land  Acquisition 

Many  local  and  state  interests  are  opposed  to  additional  federal  land  acquisition  in  the  Bishop 
Resource  Area.  It  is  doubtful  that  the  acquisition  of  18,700  acres  (pg  37;  Table  2-1)  is  necessary  or 
that  it  will  result  in  the  desired  improvements.  The  justification  for  the  need  to  acquire  private  land 
a  not  adequately  addressed  in  this  document   Other  options  which  do  not  take  land  off  of  the  tax 
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rolls  may  attain  the  same  objectives  attributed  to  land  acquisition  in  this  RMP/EIS.  Leas  than  15% 
of  Inyo  and  Mono  Counties  is  privately  owned.  It  it  important  to  these  counties  that  this  figure  not 
be  reduced  further  due  to  BLM  land  acquisition.  Land  acquisition  also  expands  bureaucracy.  The 
expense  of  managing  the  additional  land  puts  an  additional  burden  on  the  federal  budget  The 
Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976  (FLPMA)  requires  the  BLM  to  manage  public 
lands  and  meet  multiple  use  demands,  but  does  not  require  the  BLM  to  acquire  additional  land  to 
meet  these  demands.  Will  other  options  be  considered  that  allow  objectives  to  be  reached  without 
acquisition  of  private  land?  As  a  public  disclosure  document  the  RMP/EIS  should  clearly  identify  the 
land  planned  for  acquisition.  Where  are  these  18,700  acres? 

Habitat  acquisition  is  not  habitat  creation.  It  is  a  change  in  habitat  ownership.  It  does  not 
necessarily  result  in  an  improvement  in  habitat  management  or  quality.  Changes  in  wildlife  numbers 
due  to  land  acquisition  do  not  actually  reflect  an  increase  in  the  size  of  the  population,  but  instead 
represent  a  change  in  accounting.  The  wildlife  are  present  on  private  land.  Land  acquisition  only 
changes  the  ownership  of  the  area  in  which  the  census  records  them. 

It  is  critical  that  BLM  actions  not  condemn  any  uses  of  private  land.  RCI  also  has  concern  that  BLM 
actions  may  be  so  restrictive  that  they  remove  value  from  private  lands  within  the  Resource  Area. 
This  must  not  be  allowed  to  happen.  The  BLM  cannot  plan  use  of  private  lands  and  should  not  be 
presumptive  by  planning  the  use  of  lands  which  are  only  proposed  for  acquisition. 

Commodity  Production. 

The  Bishop  RMP/EIS  must  regard  livestock  grazing  as  a  lawful  activity  that  is  a  part  of  the  multiple 
use  environment  This  consideration  of  grazing  is  mandated  by  FLPMA  which  states: 

•  Section  102(a)(7)  Management  will  be  on  the  basis  of  multiple  use,  and 

•  Section  102(a)(12)  Public  lands  will  be  managed  in  a  manner  which  recognizes  the  Nation's 
need  for  domestic  sources  of  minerals,  food,  timber,  and  fiber  from  the  public  lands. 

In  the  Livestock  Grazing  Section  (pg  143)  of  the  Bishop  RMP/EIS  it  is  noted  that:  "Grazing 
allotments  are  licensed  for  cattle,  sheep,  or  horses  with  various  seasons  of  use,  livestock  numbers,  and 
grazing  management  systems".  While  this  document  claims  to  address  all  applicable  multiple  uses  it 
does  not  regard  lawful  commodity  production  on  the  same  level  as  non-revenue  uses  (recreation, 
wildlife,  visual  resources,  etc).  Commodity  interests  are  authorized  by  law  and  can  be  coordinated 
with  other  aspects  so  there  can  be  coexistence  of  all  of  the  various  uses. 

An  important  dimension  of  resource  management  is  the  opportunity  for  managers  to  observe  on-site 
responses  of  various  influences  and  to  manipulate  the  controllable  inputs  for  movement  toward 
desired  objectives.  Livestock  grazing  is  well  documented  as  a  powerful  tool  to  manipulate  vegetation 
to  achieve  objectives  established  for  other  multiple  uses.  The  RMP/EIS  notes  that  the  "development 
or  revision  of  10  AMPs  and  construction  of  new  range  improvements  have  unproved  livestock 
distribution  causing  a  subsequent  improvement  in  ecological  vegetation  condition  and  wildlife  habitat* 
(pg  143).    This  points  to  the  fact  that  livestock  grazing  can  foster  improvement  of  the  resource. 
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While  the  positive  aspects  of  grazing  are  noted  in  the  RMP/EIS,  these  benefits  are  ignored  in  most 
of  the  document  Habitat  concerns  voiced  later  in  the  Livestock  Grazing  Section  should  be  addressed 
in  the  light  of  exploring  management  changes  that  can  be  made  to  allow  the  use  of  livestock  as  a 
management  tool  for  the  improvement  of  the  resource.  What  provisions  will  be  made  in  the  final 
RMP/EIS  that  will  provide  the  option  to  use  livestock  grazing  to  benefit  the  resource? 

The  Bishop  RMP/EIS  does  not  address  what  the  public  wants  from  public  lands.  RCI  believes  that 
the  public  has  interests  in  commodity  as  well  as  non-commodity  areas.  Production  aspects  of  multiple 
tae  Me  important  to  the  local,  regional,  and  national  economies  and  social  structures.  Commodity 
nsec  also  produce  revenue  directly  to  the  Federal  Government,  Le.  grazing  fees,  mining  lease  fees, 
etc  The  public's  interest  in  raining,  grazing,  and  pay  recreation  need  to  be  addressed  at  the 
'RMP/EIS  level  The  tone  of  this  RMP/EIS  at  present  is  one  that  implies  that  commodity  uses  are 
to  be  reduced  or  eliminated  in  this  Resource  Area.  However,  there  is  no  justification  offered  for  this 
pnastinn 

The  responses  of  wildlife  populations  to  management  changes  appear  to  be  speculative,  Le.  no  studies 
are  cited  that  document  the  impacts  of  present  management  or  of  proposed  changes.  If  the 
RMP/EIS  is  going  to  continually  state  that  livestock  grazing  has  and  continues  to  degrade  range 
resources  (Le.  pg  129,  132,  134,  143,  149,  151,  etc),  then  data  should  be  presented  to  substantiate 
these  claims.  For  instance,  the  BLM  has  reportedly  been  collecting  the  monitoring  data  necessary 
to  document  the  effects  of  current  grazing  practices  on  public  land  resources  since  the 
Implementation  of  the  Benton-Owens  Valley  and  the  Bodie-Coleviue  Grazing  EISs.  If  in  fact  this 
ttstg  indicates  that  livestock  grazing  is  having  an  adverse  effect  on  the  resource,  then  this  information 
ahould  be  brought  forward  to  substantiate  numerous  statements  in  the  RMP/EIS.  If  this  monitoring 
Cam  not  support  these  conclusions,  that  information  should  be  included  and  unsubstantiated 
'jlWjjWW*  eliminated  from  the  document  Will  the  monitoring  data  which  has  been  collected  on 
piilGck  grazing  for  the  past  7  to  9  years  be  included  in  the  final  RMP/FJS  to  substantiate  statements 
pertaining  to  the  adverse  effects  resulting  from  livestock  grazing? 

The  Livestock  Grazing  Decisions  Section  states  that  "the  Benton-Owens  Valley  and  Bodie-Cotevilie 
Grazing  EISs  (1981  and  1983)  are  incorporated  into  this  RMP/EIS  by  reference".  Much  of  the 
information  from  these  EISs  is  ignored,  especially  in  regard  to  the  economic  impacts  and  the  impacts 
to  the  livestock  industry,  families,  and  communities  should  major  cuts  in  permitted  AUMs  occur. 

There  is  not  a  section  in  this  RMP/EIS  discussing  the  economic  impacts  of  the  proposed  alternatives. 
There  should  be  discussion  of  the  economic  effects  on  permittees,  local,  and  regional  economies. 
These  are  important  considerations  that  need  to  be  quantified.  Why  was  this  analysis  omitted?  Will 
it  be  a  part  of  the  final  RMP/EIS? 

Livestock  grazing  reductions  and  management  changes  made  over  the  years  have  a  cumulative  effect 
on  ail  aspects  of  the  resource  that  need  to  be  addressed.  How  will  these  cumulative  effects  be 
addressed  in  the  final  RMP/EIS?  It  is  crucial  to  include  an  evaluation  of  the  effect  of  livestock 
grazing  changes  on  the  community,  and  the  cumulative  effects  of  the  proposed  changes.  Will  the 
final  RMP/EIS  include  full  analysis  of  these  effects? 
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Some  permittees  are  concerned  that  restrictions  outlined  by  the  document  will  force  them  to  i 
livestock  by  truck  instead  of  by  trailing.  Not  only  would  this  represent  a  substantial  economic  burden 
to  the  permittee,  it  is  not  an  ecologically  sound  alternative.  Tneeffectsof  the  consumption  of  fossil 
fuels  to  move  livestock  are  much  less  environmentally  savory  than  the  effects  of  properly  trailed 
livestock.  Will  restrictions  in  this  RMP/EIS  result  in  this  feared  change? 

SPECIFIC  COMMENTS  REFERENCED  BY  PAGE  NUMBER 

Pg  3:  In  this  RMP/EIS,  DPC  management  is  referred  to  as  a  wikflife  action.  The  DPC  apprrnirh 
is  a  multiple  use  concept  Will  DPCs  be  designed  with  involvement  of  all  interests  through 
cooperative  and  integrated  resource  planning?  How  is  the  Bureau  going  to  monitor  and  manage 
livestock  objectives  within  the  DPC  framework? 

Pg3:  Fuehvood  cutting  is  a  good  tool  to  use  in  meeting  wildlife  habitat  diversity  goals.  However  the 
size  of  the  area  requiring  treatment  and  restrictions  cited  in  the  RMP/EIS,  Le.  limited  access,  leads 
one  to  question  the  likelihood  of  this  method  being  used  widely  enough  to  meet  goak. 

Pg  &  Table  S-l  omits  a  livestock  evaluation  and  has  no  analysis  of  community  impacts.  Will  theme 
sections  be  included  in  the  final  RMP/EIS?  Will  documentation  of  projection?  made  in  this  table  bs 
included  in  the  final  document? 

Pg  10  Table  S-l  Alternative  1:  Pronghorn  habitat  will  probably  not  be  adversely  affected  and  may 
benefit  from  properly  managed  livestock  grazing.  Determination  of  proper  management  is  best  left 
on-site. 

Pg  10  Table  S-l  Alternative  1:  Non-mobile  species  have  survived  130  years  of  European  infiuesss. 
Many  of  these  years  were  under  unquestionably  poorer  management  than  occurs  today.  It  k  likely 
that  these  species  will  continue  to  exist  as  management  improves  and  considers  their  needs. 
Management  creativity  and  flexibility  are  required,  not  wholesale  restrictions. 

Pg  19:  The  summary  of  concerns  listed  in  the  RMP/EIS  did  not  list  concerns  expressed  on  the  need 
for  the  Bishop  Resource  Area  to  carry  its  permitted  capacity  of  livestock.  What  about 
maintaining/enhancing  the  economic  viability  of  permitted  livestock  operations?  Will  the  final 
RMP/EIS  address  these  concerns? 

Pg  23:  The  RMP/EIS  states  that  recreational  use  in  the  Bishop  Resource  Area  is  rapidly  increasing 
in  intensity  and  diversity.  Due  to  the  emphasis  placed  in  the  RMP/EIS  to  accommodate  recreation 
and  the  highly  negative  impacts  this  will  have  on  livestock  grazing,  as  cited  on  page  202,  at  the  very 
minimum  the  BLM  should  disclose  the  information  available  to  demonstrate  the  demand  for 
increased  recreation  so  the  general  public  can  evaluate  whether  the  "benefits"  of  these  alteiaatrfcs 
is  worth  the  "costs",  Le.  the  reduction  and/or  restriction  of  multiple  uses. 

Pg  23:  It  should  be  noted  in  the  wildlife  portion  of  the  Major  Issues  Addressed  Section  that  livestock 
grazing  and  range  improvements  can  favorably  impact  wildlife  habitat  under  proper  i 
Will  the  positive  aspects  of  grazing  be  included  in  this  section  of  the  final  RMP/EIS? 
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Pg  24:  The  South  Inyo  Mountain  Wilderness  Study  Area  should  be  managed  as  wilderness  if  those 
who  are  impacted  are  in  favor  of  such.  However,  other  wilderness  study  areas  should  be  released  for 
multiple  use  management  as  quickly  as  possible.  There  is  concern  that  range  improvements  planned 
in  several  areas  are  not  being  implemented  while  an  area  a  being  studied  for  wilderness  designation. 

Pg  24:  The  impacts  of  numerous  aspects  affecting  the  area  are  addressed,  yet  livestock  grazing  is 
intentionally  over-looked  or  referenced  to  two  previous  EISs.  Will  a  summary  of  these  two  EISs  be 
included? 

Pg  24:  Areas  currently  allocated  for  grazing  but  not  presently  used  should  not  be  permanently 
restricted  from  grazing  use.  National  cattle  numbers  are  low  at  the  present  time  (near  record  lows). 
Livestock  may  not  be  available  to  graze  all  acres  available  for  their  use.  Historically,  numbers  have 
(rdlowed  a  cyclic  pattern  and  have  risen  from  lows.  There  needs  to  be  public  land  forage  available 
for  the  additional  cattle  included  in  the  buildup.  It  is  important  that  the  ELM  not  get  involved  in 
a  "use  it  or  lose  it "  management  style.  If  the  BLM  wishes  to  use  AUMs  occasionally  made  available 
on  livestock  allotments  to  benefit  wildlife  habitat  then  it  should  do  so  in  a  manner  that  does  not 
punish  permittees.  These  vacant  allotments  can  be  used  as  replacement  or  supplemental  forage  for 
active  allotments.  This  provides  for  a  very  desirable  win/win  solution.  It  is  important  that  livestock 
and  wildlife  interests  work  in  a  spirit  of  cooperation  rather  than  one  of  competition.  Unused  lands 
can  also  provide  grazing  and  offer  protection  to  other  areas,  while  allowing  the  Resource  Area  to 
cstry  the  permitted  number  of  AUMs,  perhaps  in  dry  years,  following  fires,  or  when  allotments  need 
■iaU  Sat  improvement  implementation. 

Anf  jlcruUli  that  are  eliminated  from  the  Resource  Area  should  be  removed  by  agreement  and  with 
',Yflii|'riTili  n  or  replacement   The  mechanism  for  determining  if  permits  should  be  removed  and 
which  permits  should  be  taken  is  not  outlined  in  this  document  The  purpose  of  this  type  of  plan  is 
to  outline  the  criteria  and  mechanism  those  involved  at  the  allotment  level  should  use. 

Pg  25  Item  8:  RCI  is  concerned  with  the  statement  that:  The  RMP  will:  decide  which  areas  will 
be  grazed  by  livestock.*  This  should  be  done  with  the  input  of  interested  and  involved  parties.  How 
will  it  be  decided  which  areas  will  be  grazed  by  livestock? 

Pg  26  Item  10:  RCI  is  concerned  by  limitations  implied  by  the  statement:  "BLM  will  continue  to 
cooperate  with  the  California  Department  of  Fish  &  Game  (CDF&G)  with  regard  to  Deer  Herd 
Management  Plans".  The  BLM  also  should  cooperate  with  other  users  and  interests,  particularly  if 
these  plans  will  affect  livestock  management  on  an  allotment  or  allotments.  Who  will  be  involved 
in  cooperative  deer  herd  management? 

',  Pg  26:  RCI  disagrees  with  Area  Manager  Guideline  #1  that  DPCs  should  be  identified  in  this  plan. 
Guidelines  for  determining  DPCs  should  be  identified  in  this  plan.  DPCs  should  be  determined  at 
fee  allotment  and/or  activity  planning  level. 

i  Pg  27  Item  8.  What  will  determine  "significant  interference"  in  regard  to  sage  grouse  habitat?  Who 
fwS  make  this  decision?  This  should  be  a  HMP/AMP  decision  that  is  made  cooperatively. 


RESOURCE  CONCEPTS  INC. 


340  N-  Minnesota    .    Carson  City,  Nevada  89703    *    (70?}  883-1600 


135-24, 


135-27 


135-28 


135-29 


135-30 


135-3! 


135-32 


135-33 


Mr.  Michael  Ferguson,  Area  Manager 
January  14, 1991 
Page  8 


Pg  27  Item  18:  Fire  management  plans  should  include  consideration  of  grazing  at  a  tool  fiOr  file 
suppression  and  fuel  load  management  Will  grazing  be  discussed  as  a  tool  available  to  teaoujes. 
managers?  The  decision  to  use  grazing  for  fire  suppression  should  be  made  at  the  allotment  level 

Pg  27  Item  22:  Visual  Resource  Management  (VRM)  classes  should  be  used  only  as  guidelasei  at 
the  RMP/EIS  level.  Will  guidelines  be  established  in  this  RMP/EIS  or  win  probibiuom  be  included? 
VRM  decisions  should  be  made  at  the  allotment/activity  planning  level  Cooperative  planning  at 
these  levels  will  allow  decisions  to  reflect  whether  changes  are  truly  disruptive  to  the  visual  resource. 
For  example,  fences  may  be  a  favorable  part  of  the  visual  resource  in  tile  Bodie  Bowl  where  they 
reflect  a  part  of  the  history  of  the  area.  VRM  decisions  must  reflect  long  term  benefits  over  short 
term  benefits  [(FLPMA  Section  202(c)(7)].  VRM  guidelines  should  allow  the  implementation  of 
proper  range  management  practices.  For  example,  the  long  term  benefits  of  prescribed  burning, 
brush  control  etc.  may  outweigh  short  term  visual  resource  drawbacks.  Decisions  made  at  the 
allotment/activity  planning  levels  could  best  address  these  issues. 

Pg  28:  Are  the  acreages  cited  for  DPC  goals  consistent  with  available  Geographic  Information 
System  (GIS)  maps?  Broadscale  mapping  may  not  be  indicative  of  what  is  available  to  meet  more 
focused  objectives. 

Pg  29:  The  use  of  the  word  must  in  regard  to  meeting  DPC  standards  is  not  consistent  with  the  DPC 
concept  Acreages  and  DPCs  should  be  targets  and  goals  only,  not  mechanisms  used  to  reduce  or 
eliminate  livestock  grazing.   Will  this  wording  be  changed? 

Pg  29:  The  10  creeks  recommended  for  study  as  Wild  and  Scenic  (W&S)  Rivers  are  not  in  fact  rivers 
but  creeks.  Therefore  consideration  for  W&S  status  need  not  be  continued.  If  W&S  designations 
are  granted,  guidelines  should  be  designed  so  that  management  and  administration  are  not  hampered, 
with  access  allowed  for  these  purposes.  Consideration  should  be  made  for  the  coordination  of 
management  needs  for  acquisition  of  deeded  land.  They  may  not  be  available  for  government 
acquisition. 

Pg  36  Table  2-1:  Why  is  grazing  being  eliminated  on  one  unused  allotment?  Why  is  a  grazing 
prohibition  proposed  for  3  allotments  in  use?  Wouldn't  it  be  better  to  have  allotments  available  to 
provide  management  flexibility  than  to  offer  prohibitions? 

Pg  37  Table  2-1:  Private  land  acquisition  for  the  purpose  of  wildlife  habitat  improvement  and  for 
improvement  of  visual  resources  is  stated  to  have  a  significant  impact  Will  the  mechanism  for  these 
improvements  taking  place  be  explained? 

Pg  37  Table  2-1:  This  RMP/EIS  is  a  public  disclosure  document  43  CFR  1610.7-2  dictates  that 
ACECs  must  meet  the  criteria  of  "relevance"  and  "importance"  (meaning  qualities  of  more  than  local 
significance),  and  that  the  RMP  "shall  include  the  general  management  practices  and  uses,  mclnrtmg 
mitigating  measures,  identified  to  protect  designated  ACEC.  Because  of  these  requirements,  the 
RMP/EIS  should  at  the  minimum  disclose  why  these  areas  qualify  for  ACEC  designation  and  describe 
the  conditions  and  uses  for  which  these  areas  will  be  managed  in  order  allow  the  general  public  the 
opportunity  to  make  well-informed  decisions  on  this  issue. 
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Pg  37  Table  2-1:  Will  the  Bodie  Bowl  ACEC  include  onry  the  area  defined  by  the  ridgetops?  If  not, 
why  are  additional  acres  included?  Will  ACECs  be  limited  in  size  to  the  areas  of  critical  concern? 
Special  designation  of  areas  as  ACECs  draws  attention  and  use  to  these  areas,  this  may  be  contrary 
to  the  desired  effect  An  area  should  be  of  critical  concern  and  have  resources  that  cannot  be 
protected  in  another  manner  in  order  to  be  designated  as  an  ACEC  Will  other  means  of  protection 
be  considered  before  an  area  is  designated  as  an  ACEC? 

Pg  40:  Sage  grouse  habitat  protection  measures  should  not  be  included  in  this  RMP/EIS.  They 
should  be  decided  by  a  planning  team  at  the  allotment  leveL  The  suggested  restrictions  would 
probably  make  livestock  grazing  impossible. 

Pg  40:  RCI  disagrees  with  the  statement  that  "A  6-year  decline  in  the  forb  component  or  loss  of 
meadow  to  sagebrush  encroachment  within  2  miles  of  a  sage  grouse  lek  will  require  a  use  adjustment". 
This  is  not  sound  ecological  reasoning,  in  that  a  decrease  in  the  forb  component  of  a  plant  community 
is  commonly  associated  with  an  increase  in  range  condition.  A  decline  in  livestock  use  will  not 
necessarily  result  in  more  forte.  Use  adjustments  need  to  be  site  specific  and  be  evaluated  on  a 
cause/effect  basis.  What  mechanism  will  be  used  to  make  adjustments? 

Pg  43:  The  BLM  identifies  that  the  congressional  and  executive  orders  for  watershed  withdrawals 
will  be  revoked  or  proposed  for  revocation  under  Alternatives  3  and  4,  but  fails  to  identity  how  this 
will  be  accomplished.  How  is  the  BLM  proposing  to  address  this  matter  if  either  of  these  alternatives 
are  selected? 

Pg4&  Justification  for  protection  guidelines  outlined  in  Alternative  3  should  be  documented.  Many 
of  tfeess  guidelines  would  best  be  applied  at  the  allotment  planning  level.  Alternative  3  appears  to 
.ijpMe  the  use  of  livestock  grazing  to  manipulate  vegetation  to  achieve  established  objectives.  Will 
the  Gnat  RMP/EIS  include  discussion  of  the  use  of  livestock  for  vegetation  manipulation?  What  will 
these  areas  be  protected  from;  grazing,  camping,  off-road  vehicle  travel,  or  other  activities? 

Pg  46:  The  RMP/EIS  states  that  one  of  the  objectives  under  Alternatives  3  and  4  is  to  increase  the 
amount  from  30  to  60  percent  of  sagebrush  habitat  that  has  optimum  characteristics  for  sage  grouse. 
However,  the  RMP/EIS  fails  to  identify  what  these  optimal  habitat  characteristics  are  and  how  far 
away  the  current  conditions  are  from  meeting  this  objective.  Will  this  information  be  disclosed  in  the 
RMP/EIS  so  the  public  can  provide  well-informed  input  into -this  issue? 

Pg  50:  Vegetation  protection  recommendations  should  be  site  specific  and  determined  at  the 
allotment  and/or  activity  planning  level  As  stated  on  page  27  of  the  RMP/EIS,  site  specific  actions 
should  not  be  in  this  plan. 

Pg  50:  The  restrictions  on  grazing  within  2  mites  of  leks  is  not  justifiable.  Not  only  is  it  overly 
restrictive,  it  may  be  counterproductive.  Livestock  grazing  may  benefit  these  areas  .  Livestock  and 
sage  grouse  are  compatible  rather  than  competitive.  Decisions  on  restrictions  should  be  made 
cooperatively  at  the  allotment/activity  planning  level. 

Pg  50:  Maintenance  of  95%  of  10  year  mean  stream  flows  is  desirable.  However,  as  riparian  areas 
improve,  hydrophytes  will  be  more  dominant  in  the  plant  community.    Therefore  water  quantity 
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delivered  downstream  may  decrease,  while  water  quality  and  sustainabQity  wfll  probably  iiini  w 
Changes  in  stream  flow  should  not  infringe  on  private,  district,  of  downstream  water  rights. 

Pg  50:  A  bitterbrush  utilization  limit  of  30%  by  livestock  is  not  only  unrealistic  but  nay  alio  tie'. 
counter-productive  to  habitat  objectives.  At  times  closer  use  increase!  vigorous  growth  response. 
The  benefits  of  livestock  grazing  include  the  herd  effect  of  seed  incorporation  into  the  soil  by 
trampling.  Wildlife  are  major  users  of  bitterbrush.  Will  their  numbers  bs  adjusted  if  utilization  fete 
are  exceeded?  If  not,  what  measures  will  be  taken  to  allow  for  these  adjustments?  If  deer  use  of 
bitterbrush  does  not  reach  30%,  will  the  aL'owabte  tevsb  for  livestock  be  increased?  How  wffl 
utilization  measurements  be  made?  How  will  the  separation  of  utilization  by  livestock  and  by  w9dUEB 
be  determined? 


Pg  51-92:   Alternative  descriptions  for  individual  management  areas  list  varying  acreages  for  DPC 
objectives.  Where  are  they  located?  In  which  allotment  are  they  found? 


Pg  61:  In  regard  to  fire  suppression  measures  allowed  in  class  I  &  n  areas,  only  recommendations 
should  be  made  at  the  RMP/EIS  level.  Prohibitions  eliminate  the  opportunity  for  management 
decisions  to  be  made  on  a  more  manageable  level.  While  recommendations  and  input  created  at  the 
RMP/EIS  level  should  guide  the  resource  manager,  it  is  important  that  all  options  are  left  open  for 
consideration.  It  is  very  easy  to  envision  a  situation  where  fire  damage  would  be  more  detrimental 
to  the  visual  resource  than  the  damage  caused  by  limited  fire  suppression  with  judicious  use  of  heavy 
equipment. 

Pg  63:  There  is  a  decision  that  "class  of  livestock  will  be  changed  from  cattle  to  sheep  on  the  Aurora 
Canyon,  Bodie  Mountain,  Potato  Peak,  and  Travertine  Hilk  allotments".  There  is  no  justification  for 
this  decision.  This  would  result  in  a  significant  negative  impact  to  the  permittees  on  these  allotments. 
What  justification  is  there  for  this  decision?  What  management  objectives  will  this  change  address? 
How  will  sheep  grazing  better  accommodate  the  accomplishment  of  this  objective? 

Pg  66:  Mineral  development  in  the  Bodie  Bowl  will  not  necessarily  degrade  scenic  and  recreational 
values.  What  documentation  is  there  for  these  effects? 

Pg  82:.  It  does  not  seem  reasonable  that  mute  deer  habitat  can  be  improved  in  the  Owens  VaSey 
through  the  acquisition  of  migration  corridors.  What  data  *as  used  to  make  this  proposal? 

Pg  88:  What  is  the  justification  for  yearlong  protection  of  tule  elk  calving  areas? 


Pg  92:    There  are  no  references  made  in  Table  2-2  or  in  the  accompanying  narrative 
indicated  changes  will  take  place.  It  is  difficult  to  respond  to  the  technical  accuracy  of  mi 
effects  when  no  details  are  given  as  to  technical  derivation.    Will  the  final  RMP/EIS  include 
documentation  regarding  the  derivation  of  the  effects  of  proposed  changes  or  wOl  these 
eliminated  from  the  RMP/EIS  and  decisions  made  at  the  allotment  level? 
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Pg  92-114  Table  2-2:  The  changes  dictated  by  this  RMP  will  have  a  direct  effect  on  grazing  use  and 
on  permittees,  yet  no  analysis  is  given  of  the  effects  on  livestock.  Effects  on  livestock  should  be 
much  easier  to  quantify  than  effects  on  wildlife  and  should  be  included  in  the  RMP/EIS.  Will  these 
effects  be  quantified  in  the  final  document?  Proposed  increases  in  wildlife  populations  may  result 
in  increased  depredation  of  private  hay  meadows.  Will  the  impacts  of  this  be  analyzed  in  the  final 
document?  Will  mitigation  be  made  for  these  impacts? 

Pg  93-97:  It  is  not  possible  to  predict  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  alternatives  {Mule  deer  habitat 
impacts)  on  mule  deer  populations  without  considering  many  variables.  The  reduction  or  even 
elimination  of  grazing  would  probably  not  have  a  large  effect  on  deer  numbers.  Mule  deer 
pulations  are  restricted  by  the  most  limiting  factor  in  the  yearlong  habitat  Yet  the  RMP/EIS  never 
addresses  (directly  or  by  reference)  what  factors  are  most  limiting  for  deer  herds  present  on  the 
Bishop  Resource  Area.  Will  limiting  factors  be  included  in  the  final  RMP/EIS  to  serve  as  guidelines 
for  resource  managers? 

Pg  101:  What  sources  are  used  to  predict  a  150%  increase  in  sage  grouse  populations  in  the  Granite 
Hilk  MA  with  the  implementation  of  Alternative  4?  Numerous  studies  show  that  grazing  can  be  used 
to  enhance  sage  grouse  habitat  Why  haven't  the  studies  supporting  the  proposed  changes  been 
eked?  Why  haven't  studies  outlining  the  use  of  grazing  to  benefit  sage  grouse  habitat  been  cited? 
Why  haven't  managers  betn  given  the  option  of  using  grazing  to  benefit  sage  grouse  habitat? 

Pg  120:  Recognizing  that  the  Bureau  can  only  manage  habitat,  sage  grouse  population  assessments 
and  projections  included  in  this  RMP/EJS  do  not  address  the  effects  of  weather,  predation,  and/or 
hunting  on  populations.  These  factors  play  an  important  role  in  bird  populations,  yet  only  livestock 
and  habitat  factors  are  addressed.  These  factors  need  to  be  documented  and  disclosed  in  Chapter 
3s  Livestock  grazing  is  not  the  only  factor  that  affects  sage  grouse  populations.  Will  plans  be  made 
to  cooperatively  address  these  factors  with  other  organizations? 

Pg  127:  Are  the  population  objectives  proposed  for  pronghorn  in  the  Bodie  Hills  realistic?  An 
increase  to  200  animals  is  projected  from  a  present  level  of  85,  yet  there  are  no  references  to  historic 
population  levels  over  the  43  years  since  the  herd  was  reintroduced.  There  is  also  no  time  frame 
proposed  for  this  increase.  It  will  not  be  possible  to  gauge  the  progress  of  management  changes 
without  a  time  frame.  What  time  frame  is  anticipated  for  the  proposed  herd  increase?  How  will  it 
be  adjusted  for  the  many  variables  that  may  affect  the  pronghorn  population? 

Pg  132:  The  vegetation  section  of  this  RMP/EIS  should  include  descriptions  of  vegetation  present 
and  explanations  of  potential  as  determined  by  soils  and  ecological  sites.  This  section  should  not 
provide  value  judgement  for  range  condition. 

Pg  132:  The  removal  of  vegetation  by  livestock  that  occurs  in  the  understory  of  Aspen  groves  and 
elsewhere  should  be  considered  use  and  not  loss.  If  cooperative  planning  determines  that  use  by 
irvestock  is  not  as  desirable  as  use  by  wildlife  in  certain  areas  then  management  changes  should  be 
made  as  to  degree  and  season  of  use.  Attaining  specific  objectives  is  a  management  challenge  that 
should  be  dealt  with  at  the  allotment  level,  not  in  the  RMP/EIS. 
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Pg  132:  The  description  of  a  65%  decrease  in  aspen  acreage  that  is  in  high  vegetative  offfldWna 
raises  some  questions,  particularly  since  livestock  grazing  during  thk  period  has  either  been  reduced 
or  remained  constant  Were  the  same  sampling  methods  used?  Were  the  same  standi  sasrpted? 
Was  the  study  done  at  the  same  time  of  year  in  the  same  relation  to  grazing  events?  Were  ucnounel 
trained  in  the  same  manner?  Sites  in  the  Bodie  Hilk  visited  by  RCI  in  1989  were  probably  is  hjgjh 
serai  ecological  status  using  SCS  guides. 

Pg  134:  What  methods  were  used  to  evaluate  riparian  area  conditions?  How  was  site  potential 
determined?   Were  these  evaluations  based  on  ecological  or  habitat  conditions? 

Pg  135:  Managed  livestock  grazing  is  compatible  with  spring  associated  wetlands.  These  species  have 
coexisted  with  livestock  in  the  past  and  will  continue  to  thrive  as  management  improves.  There  a 
not  a  need  to  eliminate  grazing  except  for  very  small  exclusions  at  spring  sources.  The  mechanism 
used  to  manage  grazing  in  riparian  areas  should  be  left  as  options  to  be  considered  through  Ac 
cooperative  decision  process.  At  which  level  will  these  decisions  be  made? 

Pg  136:  Sensitive  plant  habitats  have  been  exposed  to  130  years  of  grazing  many  of  these  years  with 
little  management,  and  yet  these  plants  are  still  present  It  seems  possible  that  with  proper  grazing 
management  these  areas  can  still  be  used  for  livestock  grazing  while  maintaining  the  plant 
populations. 

Pg  136:  Some  sensitive  plant  habitats  are  currently  being  used  season-long  by  livestock  .  This 
situation  may  require  an  adjustment  of  time,  degree,  and  season  of  use  but  specifics  should  not  be 
addressed  in  the  RMP/EIS.  There  are  positive  aspects  of  livestock  grazing,  i.e.  herd  effect,  which 
increases  the  uptake  of  soil  moisture  and  aids  in  covering  and  spreading  seed.  Rotations  and 
management  may  be  designed  to  benefit  sensitive  habitats. 

Pg  136:  The  probability  of  loss  of  other  candidate  areas  for  sensitive  plant  habitat  from  road 
maintenance  or  general  recreational  use  needs  to  be  documented. 

IPg  143:  The  use  of  the  terms  unsatisfactory  and  satisfactory  is  not  acceptable  in  the  livestock 
Grazing  Section.  There  are  no  criteria  established  to  determine  into  which  category  areas  should  falL 

|  Pg  143:  Is  there  documentation  for  the  soil  compaction  referred  to  in  the  Livestock  Grazing  Section? 

Pg  145:  Why  has  grazing  been  reduced  in  Stinkard  Valley  on  BLM  allotments  while  the  CDF&G 
allows  grazing  on  their  allotments?  Doesn't  CDF&G  allow  grazing  because  they  found  grazing 
necessary  to  meet  wildlife  habitat  objectives? 

Pg  149:  The  RMP/EIS  states  that  livestock  grazing  has  adversely  affected  riparian  and  aquatic  stream 
habitats.   What  is  the  basis  of  this  statement?  What  data  does  the  BLM  have  to  support  it? 

Pg  151:  If  population  trends  are  stable,  why  is  the  inference  made  that  livestock,  etc.  are  ""p"-*^ 
these  sensitive  plant  species? 
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Pg  188:  The  RMP/EIS  states  that  under  Alternative  1,  continued  early  season  grazing  on  private 
meadow  and  riparian  areas  will  degrade  or  eliminate  sage  grouse  and  quail  habitat  What  data  was 
used  to  arrive  at  this  conclusion? 

Pg  189-190:  There  is  inadequate  description  of  impacts  on  mule  deer  to  allow  a  comparison  between 
alternatives  and  from  which  to  justify  BLMs  conclusions  For  instance,  there  is  no  discernable 
difference  between  the  descriptions  of  impacts  resulting  from  Alternative  1  and  Alternative  2  on  mule 
deer,  however,  the  BLM  concludes  that  Alternative  1  will  have  a  slight  to  moderate  adverse  impact 
on  6  mule  deer  herds,  while  Alternative  2  will  have  a  moderate  to  high  negative  impact  on  these 
tame  herds.  What  is  the  basis  for  this  determination? 

Pg  199:  Isn't  it  true  that  climate,  weather,  and  BLM  Ere  suppression  strategy  also  affect  vegetation? 
Perhaps  these  factors  should  also  be  discussed  in  the  RMP/EIS. 

Pg  201:  The  RMP/EIS  states  that  "The  impacts  on  livestock  grazing  both  regionally  and  on  Bureau 
land  would  be  highly  negative,  with  direct  impacts  to  19  permittees.  The  greatest  impacts  would  be 
la  the  Eodie  Hills  and  Long  valley  areas."  The  impacts  of  changes  proposed  in  Alternatives  3  and 
4  are  deemed  by  the  EIS  to  be  negative  to  livestock  permittees.  Documentation  that  justifies  these 
changes  must  be  included  in  the  final  document  In  addition,  40  CFR  1502.14  stipulates  that 
appropriate  mitigation  to  reduce  significant  impacts  should  be  included  in  a  EIS.  Since  these 
alternatives  will  impact  livestock  grazing  in  a  Tughly  negative"  manner,  what  steps  is  the  BLM 
proposing  to  mitigate  these  effects  on  an  authorized  multiple  use? 

Ik  215;  No  commodity  organizations  are  listed  for  distribution  of  the  draft  EIS.  However  25 
|!|Emt*gnal  and  environmental  organizations  were  listed  for  distribution.  It  should  also  be  noted 
fpfpiplc;  California  Farm  Bureau  Federation  a  not  a  state  agency.  The  EIS  should  have  been  seat 
j  So  the  California  Department  of  Agriculture,  et  al .  Was  it  in  fact  sent  to  these  organizations?  Why 
(were  so  many  non-commodity  organizations  included  while  commodity  organizations  were  not? 

Pg  239-241:  Elmore  (1988)  indicates  that  only  3  to  4  inches  of  residual  stubble  at  the  time  of  peak 
flow  is  required  to  maintain  or  rebuild  degraded  streams.  Why  are  DPC  objectives  in  the  RMP/EIS 
greater  than  this  recommendation?  What  is  the  BLM's  justification  for  these  restrictive 
requirements? 

Pg  240:  What  data  were  used  to  determine  that  residual  forage  levels  for  pronghorn  should  be  750  - 
1000  pounds  per  acre  (air  dry)  following  livestock  grazing?  What  data  was  used  to  determine  that 
these  sites  have  this  level  of  forage  production  potential  or  that  this  level  of  production  is  required 
by  pronghorn?  Please  disclose  this  information  in  the  final  document 

Pg  243:  Are  stream  bank  overhang  objectives  and  shade  cover  requirements  realistic?  Aren't  these 
site  specific  determinations  that  should  not  be  included  in  the  RMP/EIS?  Don't  different  stream 
types  have  varying  potentials  for  stream  bank  overhang?  At  what  time  of  day  will  shade 
measurements  be  made? 

Pg  263:  Will  VRM  classifications  of  I  or  n  eliminate  or  severely  affect  the  implementation  of 
structural  range  improvements? 
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PG  269-270:  STANDARD  OPERATING  PROCEDURES  (SOPS) 

SOP  #A3:  The  average  annual  utilization  level  of  60%  is  an  acceptable  level  of  utilization  and  can 
be  probably  exceeded  in  areas  grazed  as  part  of  a  rotation  or  if  they  are  allowed  to  regrow. 
SOP  #B1  and  B3:    Restrictions  on  salting,  supplement  feeding,  and  sheep  bedding  grounds  are 
acceptable  at  no  closer  that  1/4  roue  from  named  specific  sites.  However,  these  decisions  should  be 
made  at  the  AMP/sctivity  plan  level. 

SOP  #B6:  Trampling  is  very  difficult  to  monitor  and  utilization  is  a  useful  measure,  but  RCf  fa 
concerned  that  they  could  be  used  in  a  manner  which  is  unfair  to  permittees.  How  wS  these 
measurements  be  included  in  management  guidelines?  What  recourse  will  permittees  hate  if  they 
believe  that  the  measurements  do  not  accurately  reflect  the  impacts  of  grazing  use? 

SOP  #  B7:  RCI  recommends  the  change  of  the  words  "resource  damage"  to  read  "areas  that 
consistently  show  heavy  use*.  A  fencing  change  should  reflect  a  remedy  that  addresses  the  cause  of 
the  problem. 

SOP  #C1:  This  restriction  is  probably  acceptable  but  should  be  used  as  a  guideline.  It  may  not 
always  be  possible  to  locate  water  facilities  more  than  1/4  mile  from  water  sources.  At  what  level  will 
this  decision  be  made?  What  mechanism  will  be  used  to  determine  feasibSity  and  practicality?  Why 
should  all  water  facilities  be  located  out  of  riparian  areas?  Restrictions  that  force  livestock  water 
faculties  to  be  located  as  far  as  possible  from  water  will  increase  maintenance.  These  restrictions  will 
also  limit  the  use  of  water  development  as  a  management  tool  for  improving  livestock  distribution 
and  forage  use. 

\ 
SOP  #CS:    Who  will  determine  the  necessity  of  vegetation  clearing  for  fence  construction  and 
maintenance?  This  should  be  decided  by  an  activity  planning  team.  It  should  not  be  a  general  rule 
or  a  fixed  guideline. 

SOP  #OS:  Shouldn't  this  requirement  be  based  on  the  VRM  classification  where  the  improvement 
is  proposed? 

SOP  #C7:   Wildlife  considerations  can  be  designed  into  livestock  water  developments  but  wSdnfe 
management  funds  should  be  used  for  construction  and  maintenance  when  the  cost  with  t 
is  significantly  higher  than  without 

SOP  #C17:  Why  shouldn't  vegetation  within  200  feet  of  well  travelled  roads  be  vegetetively 
manipulated?  Who  will  determine  well  traveled?  This  restriction  limits  opportunities  for 
presuppression  fire  projects  and  is  in  conflict  with  Area  Managers'  Guidelines  #18  (pg  27%  which 
states  "fire  management  plans  and  policies  will  place  emphasis  on  Ere  prevention  at  the 
urban/wildland  interface  and  suppression  cost  reduction".  SOP  #C17  poses  a  limit  on  an  important 
option  for  the  accomplishment  df  Guideline  #18.  ■ 

SOP  #C20:   What  is  the  basis  for  3  yean  rest  after  a  bum?   The  length  of  rest  should  be tis 

specific  decision  made  at  the  allotment/activity  planning  level,  not  a  SOP.  Properly  m^i^rf  gfczhg    ' 
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at  the  proper  intensity  and  timing  of  use  may  enhance  vegetative  recovery.    Weather  places  an 
135-36     I  important  role  in  burn  recovery.   Wouldn't  site  specific  decakua  be  a  better  way  to  manage  bums 
I  and  address  the  variables  involved? 

AREAS  OF  AGREEMENT 

There  are  numerous  statements  made  in  this  RMP/EIS  which  RCI  agrees  with  and  would  like  to 
mention  specifically.  RCI  believes  that  these  statements  reflect  the  direction  that  the  RMP/EIS 
should  take  through  its  entirety. 

Pg  4:  RCI  agrees  with  the  statement  that  in  the  Bodie  Hills  Management  Area  livestock  grazing 
ISff- 97  actions  would  vary  from  current  stocking  rates  and  seasons  of  use  to  basing  livestock  management 
on  DPC  goals."  RCI  supports  the  establishment  of  general  DPC  goals  for  the  Bodie  Hills 
Management  Area  (Alternative  3  and  by  reference  Alternative  4)  (pg  63)  if  they  are  established 
cooperatively  with  consideration  for  the  needs  of  permitted  livestock  grazing.  Where  will  DPC  goals 
be  applied  and  will  all  uses  be  considered  as  they  are  set?  If  the  BLM  has  already  deckled  where 
DPCs  will  be  implemented,  as  implied  by  acreage  objectives  listed  in  Chapter  2,  this  information 
should  be  fully  disclosed  in  the  EIS.  Of  particular  interest  to  the  permittees  is  in  which  allotments 
will  particular  DPC  objectives  be  established  and  what  are  the  current  conditions  in  these  areas  in 
relation  to  DPC  objectives? 

Pg  24:  RCI  agrees  that:  If  the  resource  condition  objectives  established  in  the  RMP/EIS  are  not 
)35"6S  beajg  met,  changes  in  the  livestock  grazing  practices  will  be  made  as  necessary  to  achieve  those 
objectives  over  a  reasonable  period  of  time*.  These  objectives,  however,  must  be  multiple  use 
oriented.  It  is  important  that  time  be  allotted  to  determine  if  objectives  are  being  met  before  making 
changes  and  with  adjustments  to  follow  that  will  allow  the  objectives  to  be  met  over  a  reasonable 
period  of  time.  This  may  also  involve  changes  in  uses  other  than  livestock  grazing. 

Pg  23-26:  RCI  is  in  agreement  with  and  would  like  to  emphasize  the  following  statements  from  the 
J3£-gQ        General  Policy  Section  {References  are  to  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976 
(FLPMA)}. 

1.  Management  will  be  on  the  basis  of  multiple  use  [Section  102(a)(7)]. 

5.  Public  lands  will  be  managed  in  a  manner  which  recognizes  the  Nation's  need  for 

domestic  sources  of  minerals,  food,  timber,  and  fiber  from  the  public  lands  including 
implementation  of  the  Mining  and  Mineral  Policy  Act  of  1970,  as  it  pertains  to  public 
lands  [Section  102(a)(12)j. 

7.  The  Bureau  will  weigh  long-term  benefits  to  the  public  against  short-term  benefits 

[Section  202(c)(7)]. 

It  is  the  concern  of  RCI  that  these  mandates  are  not  emphasized.  Non-commodity  interests  are  given 
preferential  treatment  in  the  RMP/EIS.  Reason  for  concern  is  demonstrated  in  item  #2  of  the  Area 
Manager's  Guidelines.    "Vegetative  goals  for  wildlife  habitat,  watershed  protection  and  riparian 
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conditions  generally  will  be  given  strong  consideration  to  relationship  to  livestock  forage  seeds, 
Traditional  or  permittee-desired  practices  will  be  maintained,  provided  vegetative  goals  can  be  set.* 
RCI  agrees  with  the  second  sentence  if  these  goals  are  multiple  use  oriented.  Equal  ceaMdccatioa 
should  be  given  to  all  lawful  uses  of  the  Resource  Area.  Management  creativity  can  provide  Bar 
compromises  that  will  allow  all  objectives  to  be  addressed.  How  wBI  vegetative  goals  be  set?  W8 
these  goals  incorporate  the  needs  of  multiple  uses? 

Pg  26:  RCI  agrees  with  Area  Manager's  Guideline  #5  "To  the  extent  practical,  riparian  areas  wM 
be  maintained,  restored,  or  improved."  What  will  determine  "to  the  extent  practical"?  This  needs  to 
be  disclosed  in  the  RMP/EIS. 

Pg  27:  RCI  agrees  with  the  direction  established  in  #3  of  Determinations  That  Will  Not  be  Made 
in  This  Plan.  "Site  specific  actions  related  to  soil  and  water  objectives  are  not  made  in  this  plan. 
While  RMP  decisions  may  affect  soil  and  water  resources  in  general,  more  specific  decisions  and 
actions  will  be  made  at  the  activity  plan  level  and  Best  Management  Practices  (BMPs)  will  be 
developed  during  activity  plans  or  at  the  project  level  as  necessary  to  address  the  site  specific  soil  and 
water  issues."  It  is  RCI's  position  that  this  is  the  direction  that  should  guide  the  development  and  use 
of  this  RMP/EIS.  Management  should  be  done  at  the  allotment  and/or  activity  planning  level.  We 
are  in  total  agreement  with  the  BLM  on  this  point 

Pg  30:  RCI  agrees  that  Three  potential  ACECs  that  receive  protection  of  their  significant  value* 
or  resources  from  standard  management  prescriptions  are  not  recommended  for  designation."  RCI 
believes  that  this  should  be  the  general  direction  of  the  RMP/EIS  in  regard  to  all  proposed  ACECs 
and  believes  that  those  which  will  receive  protection  under  proposed  changes  also  should  not  be 
recommended  for  designation.  Will  areas  that  will  be  afforded  protection  under  this  plan  be 
recommended  for  designation?  There  is  no  need  to  protect  an  area' twice,  through  both  management 
changes  and  designation. 

Pg  134:  The  values  given  in  Table  3.7  are  good  and  appear  to  be  in  line  with  RCTs  estimation  of 
the  area.  However,  we  recommend  the  use  of  ecological  status  terminology,  Le.  low-,  mid-,  high-seral 
stage.  What  terminology  will  be  used  in  the  final  RMP/EIS? 

Pg  213:  While  it  is  a  positive  note  that  the  BLM  reacts  favorably  to  public  input  in  the  planning 
process,  RCI  feels  that  this  process  would  be  improved  if  more  of  the  input  generated  was 
incorporated  into  the  RMP/EIS. 


CONCLUSIONS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 

RCI's  concern,  on  behalf  of  its  clients,  with  this  document  is  that  it  does  not  fairly  address  concerns 
regarding  commodity  production  as  predicted  in  impacts  of  the  four  proposed  alternatives  and  that 
it  takes  management  control  out  of  the  hands  of  resource  managers,  the  very  people  charged  with 
the  responsibility  to  carry  out  this  duty.  These  persons  have  the  education  and  ability  necessary  to 
make  management  decisions.  They  should  be  allowed  to  use  cooperative  and  innovative  management 
to  directly  involve  all  interests  while  developing  management  plans  and  putting  them  into  place.  This 
RMP/EIS  restricts  the  options  of  managers  to  the  point  where  it  eliminates  their  opportunity  to 
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mmgp  The  BLM  is  a  management  agency  and  has  the  ability  to  do  a  good  job,  it  is  a  mistake  for 
tfcs  Bateau  to  tie  its  own  hands  in  a  manner  that  prohibits  it  from  carrying  out  the  function  for  which 
ftwas  established.  RCI  would  like  to  suggest  that  Dr.  Wayne  Burkhardt's  article  on  DPCs  (attached) 
be  reviewed  for  incorporation  into  the  final  RMP/EIS. 

RCI  would  like  to  thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  and  response  to  these  comments.  We  look 
forward  to  your  response.  Please  feel  free  to  contact  me  or  Jack  Alexander  of  my  staff  should  you 
hew  any  questions. 


QkzJt 


to 


/t>£ 


i  L.  McLain,  Principal 
Certified  Range  Management  Consultant 

J&M$, 

attachment 


~   RESOURCE  CONCEPTS  INC.    ~ 

340  N.  Minnesota    *    Carson  City,  Nevada  89703    .   (702}  883-1600 


Attachment 

RANGELAND  MANAGEMENT  OBJECTIVES 

la  ve  are  beginning  to  evaluate  monitoring  data  ia  many  alloteescs  t« 
df"r=lne  lf  tce  objectives  are  being  set,  we  find  immediately  that  moat  US 
°"f  C"r*  "a7e  "een  Stited  **  """wUstlc  and/or  immeasurable  terms.  Frecuently 
obje--~ves  are  -God  and  Hotherhood'  statement  that  acund  reassuring  but  are  not 
measurable.  Often  they  are  aisnlistie  atatementa  to  the  effect  of  improving 
range  condition  from  poor  to  fair  or  from  fair  to  good  etc.  without  any  reliable 
knowledge  of  range  condition  statua  at  the  tine  vhen  the  plan  waa  imolenented  and 
leaa  tnought  giren  to  vhat  -improving  range  condition"  really  means  in  teres  of 
changing  plant  community  characteristics.  Such  objective  statements  fail  to 
identiry  the  ccaracteristlcs  of  the  desired  vegetation  on  a  particular  landscape. 
,!f  ao*t'3Ueil  statements  provide  any  rationale  which  vould  assure  us  that  the 
pesui.-ag  vegetation  charaeteriatica  of  •Improved  range  condition"  would  better 
meet  our  real  land  uae  goala  aucb  aa  »nle*Knter  range,  antelope  spring  habitat, 
livestock  forage  etc.  Such  objective  statements  are  often  predicated  on  a  blind 
assumption  that  improving  condition  is  posalble  and  desirable.  Ve  should  and 
can  do  much  better  than  this. 

The  ideas  developed  and  tested  during  the  Susanville  worlcahop  provides  a 
systemat.c  analytic  process  for  developing  allotment  goals  and  defining"' 
management  objectives  in  term  of  quantifiable  cbaracteriatics  of  vegetation  that 
vould  meet  or  aupply  the  goals.  Trend  monitoring  can  then  be  designed  ■rows; 
theae  objectlvea  and  subsequent  Interpretation  and  reporting  of  management 
acuompjaanceat  becomes  a  straight  forward  logical  output  of  properly  defined 
objectlvea.     In  a  step  wise  fashion  this  approach  might   be  laid-cut  as  follows: 

1.  Identify   planning   area    (i.e.   allotment)   resource   and    land   use    issues 
and    baaed    on    theae    issue*,  develop    management    goals    for    the    planning 

-area.      Identifying  issues  and  developing  goala   should   utilize  the   CF.HP 

or  TET  approach.  Coals  should  be  atatements  such  aa  to  provide  mule 
deer  winter  habitat  or  antelope  spring  range  or  livestock  succer  forage 
or  aquatic  habitat. 

2.  Define  management  objectives  for  the  planning  area  baaed  on  tbe  goals 
and  site  capabilities.  Theae  objectives  should  be  quantitative 
atatements  of  the  desired  plant  communities  which  are  realistically 
Boaaibla  sad  which  beat  nrovide  for  the  realisation  of  our  goal.  Such 
vegetation  then  becomes  the  focus  of  our  management  and  the  seaaure  of 
management  accomplishments  on  any  particular  landscape.  To  develop 
management  objectives  requires  an  inventory  or  knowledge  of  the 
ecological  sites  present  or  the  planning  area.  Those  sites  which  have 
the  potential  to  uniquely  provide  vegetation  favorable  to  attainment  of 
a  particular  goal  are  aggregated.  The  range  of  possible  plant 
communities  for  theae  sites  (low  to  hish  aeral)  are  identiiiea  and  the 
vegetation  characteristics  within  that  broader  gradient  which  best 
provides  for  the  particular  goal  ia  described.  This  then  becomes  our 
desired  plant  community  (DPC)  which  is  the  basis  for  s  management 
objective  and  the  focus  of  our  management  activity  on  that  particular 
area  or  landscape.  p 
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in  example  of  this  approach  night  be  aa  follows: 

Planning  area  -  Horth  Htn. 

Resource  or  Land  Use  Goal  -  the  CHHP  group  or  technical  review  team 
agreed  that  late  fall-early  winter  range  for  mule  deer  was  an  important 
issue  on  portions  of  Horth  Htn.  Therefore  the  goal  would  be  to  provide 
late  fall-early  winter  habitat  for  mule  deer. 

The  inventory  or  professional  knowledge  of  Horth  Htni  indicates  that 
the  deer  use  area  is  a  collection  of  several  ecological  sites  all  of 
which  support  mountain  big  sagebrush  -  bitterbrush  vegetation,  i.e. 


loamy  14-16 
stony  loamy  12-14 
loamy  slopes   14-16 
loamy  bottoms 
atony  aloper 


^W"^ 


The  range   of  possible   vegetation  on   this  aggregation  of  sites  might  be 
expressed  as  a  gradient.  ^_ ^^^  -^j 


K 


60-80)  Grass 
5-10$  Forbs 
0-10$  Shrub 


Gradient 


60-30?  Shrubs 

0-1 C J  Forbs 

5-10$  Grass 


Within  that  range  of  possible  vegetation  (from  a  grassland  to  a  closed 
shrub  stand)  the  vegetation  which  might  best  provide  late  fall-early 
winter  mule  habitat  is  represented  by  the  DPC  portion  of  the  gradient 
and    could    be    described    40*80$    shrub,    5-10 J    forts    and    5-40J    grass. 

This  description  then  becomes  our  management  objective  expressed  in 
quantitative  teres  which  can  be  trend  monitored. 

If  on  the  other  hand  our  primary  goal  for  Horth  Htn.  bad  been  livestock 
summer  forage,  then  the  DPC  would  likely  be  on  the  opposite  end  of  the 
gradient  and  could  be  described  as  40-80$  grass,  5-10$  forbs  and  0-40$ 
shrubs. 

In  neither  of  the  two  examples  would  it  have  been  appropriate  to  have 
described  our  management  objective  in  terms  of  improving  range 
condition.  In  the  case  of  the  mule  deer  habitat  goal  we  would  likely 
want  to  move  toward  or  maintain  a  lower  condition  class.  In  the  case 
of  the  livestock  forage  goal  we  may  well  be  wanting  to  manage  for  a 
vegetation  which  would  rate  a  higher  condition  but  so  stating  the 
objectives  obscures  the  real  attribute  of  vegetation  (structure)  and 
replacolt  with  an  abstraction   (condition  rating). 

J.  Wayne  Burkhardt 
Dept.  of  Range. 
University  ot  Nevada  Reno 
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Develop  management  or  activity  plan.  This  would  be  the  traditional 
plan  detailing  how  grazing  is  to  be  conducted  or  how  vegetation 
manipulations  will  be  done  to  attain  or  maintain  the  DPC. 

Develop  a  monitoring  plan  which  details  how  annual  events  occurring  on 
the  planning  area  will  be  recorded  and  how  long  term  accomplishment  ef 
objectives  vlll  be  measured. 

Evaluation  and  Reporting.  Evaluation  Involves  the  periodic  assessment 
of  monitoring  information  to  identify  changes  In  the  nature  of  the 
vegetation  resource  which  have  occurred  and  the  events  which  likely 
produced  those  changes.  These  changes  are  then  compared  against  the 
appropriate  management  objectives  to  evaluate  the  success  of 
management.     Reporting  could  be  in  the  following  terms: 

Management  On  Target 

Present  plant  community  is  within  the  limits 
of  the  DPC  and  trend  in  stable  or  toward  DPC. 

Management  Off  Target  But  Acceptable 

Present  plant  community  not  within  limits  of 
the  DPC  but  trend  is  toward  DPC. 

Managesent  Off  Target  and   Onacceo table 

Present  plant  eommunity  outside  DPC  limits  and 
trend  stable  or  away  from  DPC. 

Management  On  Target  and  Unacceptable 

Present  plant  community  within  DPC  but  trend 
away  from  DPC. 


What    I   have   attempted    is.   to   explain  the    approach   developed   at   Susanville. 
tacn    to   developing   management 
s  this  process  may  yet  be  lmoro' 
on   the  way  business   has   been  done. 


—  .— — - —-J...M*     m     »**    sa|/*ba*.    hue     d^proacu    bcic. 

Vn^athist0pro=est0mavSveThagernt   "l?^"    "*    ™**^  ^agement   success. 
«n   th.  JZ  1™*".°*!-!?  be  ^"wed  on»  »  currently  represents  an  Improvement 


Sincerely, 


aincereiv/-  ^<j 

5.   Wayne  Burkhardt 


Wayne  Burkhardt 
Associate  Professor 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  135  (Resource  Concepts,  Inc.) 


135-1) 


135-2) 


135-3) 


We  agree  with  the  gist  of  this  paragraph.  However,  a  land  use 
plan  makes  land  use  allocations  and  establishes  resource 
conditions  objectives.  Thus,  it  is  unreasonable  to  expect  "that  all 
options  [will  be]  left  open  for  consideration  by  allotment  planning 
teams." 

AMPs  and  HMPs  are  activity  level  plans.  Thus,  there  are  two 
levels  of  planning:  the  RMP  and  the  activity  level  plans. 


The  purpose  of  the   RMP   is  to  provide  a  framework 
management.  This  may  include  some  restrictions. 


for 


Although  none  of  the  alternatives  satisfy  every  spectrum  of  the 
public,  they  are  reasonable  and  achievable  in  the  sense  that 
they  each  comply  with  existing  laws,  meet  the  objectives  of  the 
alternative,  and  are  technically  feasible.  It  is  not  practical  to 
include  an  accounting  of  the  costs  of  all  alternatives.  The  plan 
will  not  establish  a  hierarchy  of  funding  priorities.  However, 
when  funding  is  established  through  the  budget  process  all 
funded  projects  will  have  to  be  tied  to  the  RMP  (see  response 
62-10). 

The  decisions  regarding  recreation/livestock  conflicts  have  been 
changed. 


135-4)    Please  refer  to  the  DPC  general  statement  (p.5-10). 

135-5)    See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals  (p.5-9). 

135-6)  The  Bureau  acknowledges  that  livestock  grazing  can  foster 
improvement  of  the  vegetative  resource  when  done  properly. 
Site-specific  analysis  would  be  needed  and  the  subsequent 
decision  would  be  made  at  the  activity  plan  level  (i.e.  AMP 
preparation).  For  RMP  level  decision-making  purposes  livestock 
grazing  is  considered  a  viable  option.  Should  there  be  specific 
impacts  once  implementation  of  the  plan  commences, 
consultation,  coordination  and  cooperation  with  the  affected 
permittee  will  occur. 


1 35-7)  The  conclusion  that  commodity  uses  might  be  eliminated  by  this 
plan  is  unwarranted.  For  example,  95%  of  the  Resource  Area 
would  be  open  for  mineral  entry  and  there  would  be  only  minor 
reductions  in  overall  livestock  use  (see  Table  2-1  in  the  draft). 

The  development  of  the  draft  RMP  included  extensive  public 
involvement.  See  Response  51-1.  One  of  the  results  of  that 
involvement  was  a  clear  understanding  that  the  public,  both  local 
and  nonlocal,  has  a  great  concern  for  the  natural  resources  of 
this  area.  That  concern  is  reflected  in  the  description  of  the 
Resource  Area  (overview)  on  p.1 9  of  the  draft  and  is  carried  over 
to  the  management  themes  of  the  preferred  alternatives. 
Commodity  uses  are  by  no  means  forgotten  and  will  continue  to 
be  a  significant  part  of  the  lifestyle  and  economy  of  this  area,  but 
there  is  a  need  for  improved  management  (in  some  cases 
protection)  of  the  scenic  values,  wildlife  habitats,  streams  and 
other  environmental  features. 

135-8)  The  resource  data  requested  are  found  in  the  draft  RMP  on  the 
following  pages:  stream,  spring,  and  water  quality  surveys  on 
p.129;  aspen  grove  surveys  on  p.132;  riparian  surveys  on  p.134. 
A  summary  of  monitoring  data  has  been  included  in  the 
"Grazing"  general  response. 

Although  not  included  in  the  document,  sensitive  plant 
monitoring  shows  that  at  least  6  out  of  16  species  are  receiving 
direct  impacts  from  livestock  grazing,  i.e.  utilization,  trampling, 
and  some  cases  of  uprooting. 

The  data  cited  above  are  on  file  in  the  Bishop  Area  Office  and 
available  for  public  review. 

Livestock  grazing  is  not  the  sole  factor  behind  the  present 
conditions  of  the  key  management  areas  within  the  RMP,  but 
grazing  is  a  contributing  factor. 

135-9,10)  The  impacts  on  livestock  grazing  are  described  on  pp.200-202 
of  the  draft  RMP.  These  impacts  have  been  revised  in  the 
"grazing"  section  of  Chapter  4. 
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135-11)  There  are  no  decisions  concerning  trailing,  except  for  the 
Standard  Operating  Procedure  B.4.  in  Appendix  7  which  states 
that  trailing  use  will  be  authorized  and  controlled,  and  routes  will 
be  identified.  Trailing  routes  may  need  to  be  changed  in  order 
to  mitigate  impacts. 

135-12)  Please  refer  to  the  DPC  general  statement. 

135-13)  The  lack  of  roads  in  some  areas  will  likely  diminish  their 
attractiveness  as  fuelwood  sites;  however,  we  feel  the  overall 
habitat  diversity  goal  can  be  attained  with  other  methods. 

135-14)  Your  comment  has  been  considered  in  the  final  plan. 

135-15)  Your  statement  seems  to  assume  that  non-mobile  species 
populations  will  continue  to  exist  at  present  levels  of  abundance 
and  occupied  habitat.  However,  some  species  are  delimited  to 
such  small  locations  that  a  single  event  could  eliminate  the 
population  or  entire  species.  Our  management  direction 
emphasizes,  whenever  possible,  habitat  for  species  of  special 
concern  will  be  treated  in  a  manner  to  avoid  the  need  for  listing 
under  state  or  federal  endangered  species  legislation  (see  p.271 , 
#12,  draft  plan). 

135-16)  For  the  most  part  permitted  livestock  operations  should  not  be 
adversely  affected  by  these  RMP  decisions.  Should  there  be 
specific  impacts  once  implementation  of  the  plan  commences, 
consultation,  coordination  and  cooperation  with  the  affected 
permittee  will  occur. 

135-17)  The  impacts  to  livestock  grazing  have  been  reevaluated  and 
modified  in  the  final  RMP.  Please  also  see  general  response  to 
livestock  grazing  at  the  beginning  of  this  chapter. 

1 35-1 8)  Where  livestock  grazing  will  favorably  impact  wildlife  habitat  it  will 
be  so  stated. 

1 35-1 9)  Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 


135-20)  Please  see  the  "Grazing"  general  response  (p.5-11). 

135-21)  Please  see  response  90-12. 

Other  allotments  to  be  removed  from  grazing  are  Round  Valley 
and  Sherwin.  These  allotments  have  allocated  preference  to 
operators.  Three  allotments  (Dry  Canyon,  Stinkard,  Copper 
Mountain)  were  originally  removed  from  grazing  but  the 
decisions  on  these  allotments  have  been  changed.  Grazing  on 
Dry  Canyon  and  Slinkard  will  be  removed  only  if  other  range  can 
be  found  to  accommodate  the  grazing  taking  place  on  these 
allotments.  Grazing  at  Larkin  Lake  will  only  be  authorized  to 
maintain  waterfowl  habitat.  Grazing  on  Copper  Mountain  will  be 
removed  when  the  existing  operator  relinquishes  or  transfers  the 
preference.  The  Wells  Meadow  allotment  will  be  removed  from 
grazing  when  the  current  operator  relinquishes  or  transfers  the 
grazing  preference.  These  allotments  have  been  proposed  for 
unallocated  status  for  wildlife  habitat  improvement. 

135-22)  The  RMP  is  the  vehicle  which  allows  for  public  input  to  the 
Bureau's  land  use  planning  process.  The  Bureau's  Supplemental 
Program  Guidance  (SPG)  establish  the  issues  to  be  addressed 
in  its  planning  process.  Determination  of  which  areas  are  to  be 
grazed  by  livestock  is  one  of  them. 

1 35-23)  Cooperative  deer  herd  management  is  primarily  the  responsibility 
of  state  game  agencies  and  federal  land  management  agencies. 
Consideration  is  given  to  the  concerns  and  recommendations  of 
other  entities  potentially  affected  by  deer  herd  management. 

135-24)  Please  refer  to  the  DPC  general  statement. 

1 35-25)  Please  refer  to  response  92-5. 

135-26)  Grazing  will  not  be  listed  as  a  fire  suppression  tool. 
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135-27)  The  Bureau  policy  manual,  Section  1621.41  directs  that  visual 
resource  management  objectives  be  assigned  to  all  public  lands 
in  the  resource  area  through  the  RMP  process.  It  further  states 
that  the  visual  objectives  identified  in  the  RMP  are  incorporated 
into  the  activity  plans  so  that  surface  disturbing  activities  are 
managed  in  a  manner  conforming  to  the  RMP  visual  objectives. 
See  response  52-14  for  further  information. 

135-28,29)  Please  refer  to  the  DPC  general  statement. 

135-30)  Page  29  of  the  draft  RMP  identifies  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
Act's  definition  of  a  river.  Creeks  and  other  bodies  of  water  do 
qualify  for  eligibility.  Potential  or  existing  resource  conflicts  that 
would  result  from  wild  and  scenic  river  designation  will  be 
evaluated  in  the  upcoming  studies. 

135-31)  See  response  135-20  regarding  the  unused  allotments. 

The  three  allotments  with  allocated  preference  were  proposed  for 
unallocated  status  for  wildlife  habitat  improvement.  Larkin  Lake 
is  prime  waterfowl  habitat.  Round  Valley  and  Sherwin  are  within 
a  critical  deer  winter  range.  Grazing  will  now  be  authorized  at 
Larkin  Lake,  at  the  Bureau's  discretion,  to  maintain  waterfowl 
habitat. 

1 35-32)  Please  refer  to  the  Impacts  section  of  Chapter  4  for  a  discussion 
of  impacts  to  visual  resources  and  wildlife  from  acquisitions. 
Impacts  to  mule  deer,  pronghorn,  threatened  and  endangered 
species,  and  visual  resources  from  acquisitions  are  described  for 
all  alternatives. 

135-33)  The  documentation  of  "relevance"  and  "importance"  criteria  for 
all  potential  ACECs  is  part  of  the  RMP  Administrative  Record. 
This  information  is  on  file  in  the  Bishop  Area  Office.  The  general 
management  goals  and  proposed  special  management  for  each 
ACEC  is  presented  in  the  RMP/EIS. 

135-34)  Please  see  the  general  Bodie  response  for  an  explanation  of  the 
Bodie  questions.  ACECs  have  been  limited  to  the  size  of  the 
area  of  critical  concern.  ACEC  designation  has  not  proven  to  be 


like  that  of  Wilderness  which  has  indeed  attracted  attention  and 
increased  use  and  often  resulted  in  increased  degradation  of  an 
area.  Three  proposed  ACECs  (Alternative  3)  were  dropped 
because  the  areas  could  be  protected  and  managed  without  the 
ACEC  designation. 

135-35)  Please  refer  to  the  portion  of  response  52-10  directed  at  sage 
grouse  guidelines.  In  addition,  the  final  plan  decision  for  the  2 
mile  radius  around  leks  addresses  goals  for  vegetation  structural 
characteristics. 

135-36)  Your  comment  is  in  reference  to  an  Alternative  1  decision  which 
has  not  been  carried  forward  to  the  preferred  Alternative  4. 
Other  decisions  directed  to  this  situation  are  more  specific  to  the 
concern  for  long  term  care  of  sage  grouse  habitat  quality. 

135-37)  See  general  response  for  watershed  withdrawals. 

135-38)  The  "yearlong  protection"  applies  to  discretionary  actions  and 
does  not  prohibit  grazing. 

135-39)  Please  refer  to  the  desired  plant  community  descriptions  in 
Appendix  2,  final  plan,  where  the  DPC  goals  are  directed  toward 
maximizing  vegetative  habitat  characteristics  for  sage  grouse. 

135-40)  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

135-41)  Please  refer  to  the  portion  of  response  52-10  directed  at  sage 
grouse  guidelines. 

135-42)  We  are  unaware  of  any  studies  demonstrating  that  improved 
riparian  and  watershed  conditions  result  in  decreased 
downstream  water  yield.  If  such  data  exist,  we  would  like  to 
receive  a  copy  of  the  study.  The  goal  of  the  Bureau's  riparian 
improvement  program  is  to  improve  the  quality  and  sustainability 
of  water  resources  for  both  upstream  and  downstream  users. 
See  response  52-13  for  more  information. 
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1 35-43)  We  recognize  that  wildlife  (particularly  mule  deer)  use  bitterbrush 
as  a  primary  forage  item  seasonally.  The  Bureau,  as  you  are 
aware,  has  no  direct  ability  to  influence  the  legal  take  of  game 
species.  The  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  through 
the  state  Fish  and  Game  Commission,  establishes  quotas  for 
game  animals. 

The  intent  of  our  decision  is  that  livestock  use  of  bitterbrush  not 
exceed  30%  (on  migration  corridors  and  winter  range  -  see  final 
plan)  of  annual  growth.  This  use  by  livestock  is  not  expected  to 
measurably  influence  a  species  population  structure  and 
population  growth. 

Utilization  measurements  would  be  determined  using  properly 
designed  exclosure  plots,  transects,  individually  tagged 
bitterbrush  plants  and  random  leader  measurements  on  tagged 
plants  to  establish  production  and  use  data. 

Separation  of  vegetation  use  by  livestock  and  wildlife  would  be 
determined  using  the  methodology  described  previously  and 
timed  to  record  plant  production  and  use  by  each  animal 
category. 

135-44)  Please  refer  to  the  DPC  general  statement. 

135-45A)  Mule  deer  are  restricted  to  relatively  small  geographic  areas 
during  winter.  Within  these  areas  they  become  additionally 
restricted  through  their  preferred  forage  of  bitterbrush,  which 
typically  occurs  in  clumped  aggregations.  Any  discretionary 
use  of  those  areas  which  could  adversely  affect  the  amount  of 
preferred  forage  or  their  access  to  it  could  affect  carrying 
capacity.  Discretionary  actions  are  anything  for  which  a  permit 
or  other  decision  document  is  required. 

135-45B)  The  RMP  provides  a  general  framework  for  the  fire 
suppression  program.  Site  specific  fire  management  plans  wili 
address  individual  situations. 

135-46)  Please  see  response  78-23. 


135-47)  Potential  impacts  were  projected  and  described  in  Chapter  4, 
p.  173,  draft  RMP. 

135-48)  Your  reference  to  "habitat  can  be  improved  in  the  Owens  Valley 
through  acquisition  of  migration  corridors"  does  not  quote  the 
decision  correctly.  The  specific  decision  you  reference  says  "to 
protect  mule  deer  winter  range  and  the  migration  corridor." 
Housing  development  in  the  Swall  Meadow  area  has  significantly 
diminished  the  amount  of  open  space  available  to  mule  deer  on 
this  portion  of  the  Sherwin-Buttermilk  deer  herd  migration 
corridor. 

135-49)  Tule  elk  are  restricted  to  relatively  small  geographic  sites  where 
acceptable  calving  habitat  occurs.  Allowing  discretionary  uses 
could  adversely  affect  the  amount  of  preferred  calving  habitat 
available  to  elk. 

135-50)  The  lack  of  explanation  for  the  derivation  of  some  impacts  is  a 
valid  complaint.  The  analyses  of  impacts  on  livestock  grazing 
and  minerals  have  been  revised. 

135-51)  Table  2-2  of  the  draft  RMP  deals  only  with  the  issues  as  set  forth 
on  p.23. 

The  impacts  on  livestock  grazing  are  described  on  pp.200-202 
of  the  draft  RMP.  These  impacts  have  been  revised  and  are  also 
found  in  the  "grazing"  section  of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  RMP. 

135-52)  The  area-wide  and  management  area  Alternative  4  decisions 
which  address  mule  deer  directly  or  some  component  of  their 
habitat  are  directed  at  the  limiting  factors  to  which  you  refer. 
Some  of  the  primary  limiting  factors  which  affect  mule  deer 
habitat  quality  are  mentioned  on  p.94  of  the  draft  RMP  (Wildlife, 
Alternative  1),  as  an  example. 
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135-53)  Sage  grouse  populations  in  the  Granite  Mountain  management 
area  are  extremely  low  at  present.  Addition  of  a  relatively  small 
number  of  sage  grouse  to  the  population  would  equate  to  1 50%. 
The  few  meadows  in  the  management  area  are  mostly  in  private 
ownership  and  are  subject  to  very  high  forage  use  which  likely 
affects  chick  and  juvenile  grouse  survivorship.  Improved  forage 
management  on  meadows  would  likely  improve  grouse 
survivorship. 

135-54)  We  recognize  the  importance  of  weather,  predation  and  harvest 
quotas  on  sage  grouse  populations.  As  you  have  already 
inferred,  the  Bureau's  concern  is  with  the  quality  and  amount  of 
useable  sage  grouse  habitat.  We  have  addressed  the 
components  of  sage  grouse  biology  that  can  be  affected  by 
resource  management.  Our  ongoing  coordination  with  other 
organizations  concerning  sage  grouse  habitat  management 
includes  factors  like  weather,  predation  and  hunting  quotas. 

135-55)  The  time  frame  for  the  projected  pronghorn  increase  is  the  20- 
year  life  span  of  the  RMP,  as  are  the  other  decisions.  If 
circumstances  support  a  change  in  the  population  goal  for 
pronghorn  in  the  Bodie  Hills,  it  would  be  proposed  and  mutually 
agreed  to  by  both  agencies. 

135-56)  The  definition  of  the  condition  classes  has  been  changed  and 
deals  only  with  percentages  of  Potential  Natural  Community. 

135-57)  In  this  case,  the  terminology  is  correct.  The  studies  show  that 
there  was  a  loss  of  vegetation,  i.e.  vegetation  density  declined. 

135-58)  The  surveys  used  the  same  method,  the  same  stands  were 
resurveyed,  timing  was  similar,  and  personnel  were  trained.  The 
ratings  were  not  based  on  ecological  condition  but  on  wildlife 
habitat  components  and  therefore  not  comparable  to  ecological 
condition. 

135-59)  Riparian  habitat  evaluation  was  based  on  a  combination  of 
methods  recommended  by  Dr.  Bill  Platts  (Methods  for  Evaluating 
Riparian  Habitats  With  Applications  to  Management  1987),  BLM 
Technical  Note  283  (Techniques  for  Conducting  Stream  Habitat 


Surveys  on  National  Resource  Lands  1978),  and  BLM  Technical 
Reference  1737-2  (Riparian  Area  Management-Inventory  and 
Monitoring  1987).  Methods  include  both  quantitative  measures 
and  qualitative  evaluations  of  ecological  and  habitat  conditions. 
Site  potential  is  based  on  classification  of  riparian  areas 
described  in  BLM  Technical  Reference  6740-3  (Riparian  Area 
Management-Classification  1987). 

135-60)  Our  interest  in  maintaining  the  habitat  quality  goes  beyond  the 
benefits  afforded  to  species  like  sage  grouse,  pronghorn  and 
others.  Populations  of  invertebrate  species  are  also  of  value. 
Livestock  grazing  in  spring-associated  wetlands  can  and  does 
severely  degrade  site  quality,  especially  when  livestock  spend 
the  majority  of  their  time  in  these  habitats  (data  available).  The 
current  CRMP  process  underway  in  the  Bodie  Mountain 
allotment  is  a  example  of  one  way  grazing  management  can  be 
implemented  to  meet  vegetation  quality  standards.  The  needs 
of  other  land  users  are  considered  when  changes  in  grazing 
management  are  needed. 

135-61)  The  current  presence  of  sensitive  plants  does  not  necessarily 
document  the  compatibility  of  livestock  grazing  and  longterm 
survivorship  of  sensitive  plant  populations.  Sensitive  plant 
populations  meet  habitat/population  quality  criteria  which 
support  our  concerns  against  continuing  management  as  usual. 

135-62)  The  subjective  terms  used  in  the  description  should  be  viewed 
as  general  ratings,  i.e.  meeting  or  not  meeting  the  BLM's 
direction  of  management.  The  quantified  ratings  for  the  cited 
resources  are  on  pp.128,  129,  132,  134,  135,  and  136  of  the 
draft  RMP. 

135-63)  Soil  compaction  has  been  documented  in  some  areas  in  the 
course  of  conducting  other  resource  component  monitoring.  In 
other  instances  observations  and  personal  knowledge  of  certain 
sites  were  the  basis  for  making  the  statement,  although  no 
written  record  exists. 
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135-64)  According  to  our  information,  supplied  by  the  CDF&G,  the 
federal  agency  which  provided  the  money  for  the  purchase  of 
Slinkard  Valley  directed  the  CDF&G  to  permit  livestock  grazing 
on  the  property.  CDF&G  has  related  to  us  that  livestock  grazing 
is  not  used  to  meet  any  wildlife  habitat  objectives.  In  fact,  they 
have  excluded  livestock  from  a  major  portion  of  Slinkard  Creek 
to  maintain  habitat  for  trout. 

135-65)  The  Bishop  Resource  Area  has  one  of  the  most  comprehensive 
and  current  stream  riparian  inventory  and  monitoring  programs 
in  the  Bureau.  Individual  files  are  maintained  for  each  stream 
and  complete  baseline  inventory  and  monitoring  data  for  all 
streams  were  collected  in  1978  and  1979.  A  major  monitoring 
effort  also  occurred  in  1 988.  To  date,  a  total  of  42  permanent 
stream  monitoring  stations  (210  transects)  and  112  photo  points 
are  maintained.  The  results  of  these  efforts  have  shown  that 
livestock  trampling  and  overgrazing  are  the  most  pervasive 
impacts  on  the  area's  riparian  and  aquatic  habitats.  Range 
monitoring  data  collected  over  the  past  10  years  have  also 
shown  that  poor  livestock  distribution  continues  to  result  in 
severe  use  (81  -1 00%  use  of  current  year's  growth)  of  streamside 
areas.  This  is  especially  true  in  the  northern  half  of  the  resource 
area.  Monitoring  information  is  on  file  in  the  resource  area  office. 

135-66)  Although  the  current  distribution  and  number  of  plants  within 
individual  sensitive  plant  populations  appear  to  be  stable,  other 
physical  disturbances  (which  would  likely  cause  changes  to 
individual  plants  or  a  population  over  time)  are  occurring  on 
some  sites. 

135-67)  No  direct  or  implied  statement  is  given  in  Alternative  1  (page 
1 88,  draft  RMP)  concerning  early  season  grazing  effects  on  quail 
habitat.  Early  season  continuous  livestock  grazing,  obviously, 
removes  herbaceous  forage  in  meadow/riparian  areas  otherwise 
available  to  sage  grouse.  Availability  of  herbaceous  vegetation 
is  important  to  survival  of  grouse  of  the  year  on  these  areas  in 
mid  to  late  summer  when  drying  of  forbs  and  other  annual 
species  has  occurred  on  uplands. 


1 35-68)  Within  the  individual  management  area  decisions  for  Alternatives 
1  and  2  are  categories  like  land  disposal/acquisition, 
retention/revocation  of  watershed  withdrawals,  meeting  or  not 
meeting  habitat  goals  to  provide  for  the  possibility  of  meeting 
deer  herd  population  goals  in  CDF&G  plans,  limiting  vegetation 
disturbance  (removal)  to  a  specified  amount  in  migration 
corridors,  and  other  decisions  which  should  draw  your  attention 
to  why  impact  results  were  different  on  pp.189  and  190  of  the 
draft  RMP. 

135-69)  The  impacts  are  based  on  man-caused  actions.  Climate, 
weather,  and  fire  do  affect  vegetation,  but  they  are  processes 
uncontrolled  by  man.  The  BLM  does  alter  fire  effects  through 
suppression,  but  considering  the  low  frequency  of  natural  fires 
and  the  single  burn  period  of  a  typical  eastern  Sierra  fire  it  is 
unlikely  that  suppression  or  the  lack  of  it  would  significantly 
affect  vegetation  overall. 

135-70)  The  documentation  for  changes  in  current  management  can  be 
found  on  the  following  pages  of  the  draft  RMP:  stream,  spring, 
and  water  quality  surveys  on  p.  129;  aspen  grove  surveys  on 
p.  132;  riparian  surveys  on  p.  134;  and  sensitive  plant  habitat  on 
p.136.  Other  documentation  is  found  in  Chapter  3  for  individual 
management  areas. 

There  have  been  significant  changes  in  some  decisions  and 
impacts  which  concern  livestock  grazing.  See  Chapters  2  and  4 
in  the  final  RMP. 

Mitigation  is  cited  under  40  CFR  1 502.1 4.f  which  states,  "include 
appropriate  mitigation  measures  not  already  included  in  the 
proposed  action  or  alternatives".  Keeping  in  mind  the 
management  decisions  in  the  MFP  and  the  grazing  EISs  which 
are  referenced  in  the  draft  RMP,  there  are  no  appropriate 
mitigation  measures  available  at  this  time.  The  impacts  to 
livestock  grazing  are  considered  to  be  unavoidable  adverse 
impacts.  Please  see  the  "Introduction"  on  p.175  of  the  draft 
RMP. 


J 
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135-71)  The  listings  on  pp.21 3-21 6  (draft  RMP)  are  not  complete.  As 
stated  on  p.21 3,  "Copies  of  the  complete  mailing  list  are  on  file 
at  the  Bishop  Resource  Area  Office."  That  list  includes  at  least 
67  commodity  organizations  including  Resource  Concepts  Inc., 
Bodie  Consolidated  Mining  Co.,  Bridgeport  Chamber  of 
Commerce,  Chevron  USA,  Inyo  Cattlemen's  Association,  and 
numerous  livestock  operators,  mining  companies,  and  pack 
outfits.  Some  of  these  should  have  been  included  on  p.215. 
Every  individual  and  organization  that  has  requested  to  be  on 
the  mailing  list  is  on  it.  The  California  Department  of  Agriculture 
was  not  included.  It  has  been  added.  The  California  Farm 
Bureau  Federation  has  been  moved  to  the  list  of  "Other 
Organizations." 

135-72)  Stubble  height  objectives  in  the  DPCs  were  based  on  the  most 
current  information  pertaining  to  residual  herbage  requirements 
for  streambank  protection  and  natural  streambank  rebuilding 
processes.  Though  Elmore  (1988)  indicates  the  need  for  3  to  4 
inches  of  herbaceous  vegetation  during  peak  flow  periods,  a 
recent  review  of  the  literature  by  Webster  and  Clary  (Riparian 
Grazing  Guidelines  for  the  Intermountain  West  1990)  found  that 
most  stubble  height  recommendations  fall  within  the  range  of  4 
to  6  inches.  As  a  result,  Webster  and  Clary  recommend  a 
minimum  herbage  stubble  height  of  4  to  6  inches  be  present  on 
all  streamside  areas  at  the  end  of  the  growing  season,  or  at  the 
end  of  the  grazing  season,  whichever  is  later.  They  also  state 
that  the  maintenance  or  improvement  of  easily  eroded 
streambanks  (a  condition  found  on  most  streams  in  the  resource 
area)  may  require  stubble  heights  of  greater  than  6  inches. 

135-73)  The  information  you  request  will  be  part  of  the  public  record. 
We  have  removed  the  750-1000  lbs/acre  figure  from  the  DPC 
description.  In  its  place  we  now  indicate  that  a  minimum  of  2.0 
lbs.  per  adult  pronghorn  per  day  of  air-dry  forage  be  available. 

135-74)  The  vegetation  overhang  and  shading  parameters  in  the  DPC  on 
p.243  of  the  draft  plan  are  well  within  the  site  potential  of 
streams  within  the  indicated  management  areas.  These 
parameters  are  included  in  the  RMP  to  provide  direction  in 
management  for  future  action  plans.  "Shade"  is  a  function  of  the 


cover  measurement,  which  can  be  recorded  during  any  daylight 
hour. 

135-75)  VRM  II  classification  would  likely  dictate  the  shape,  color,  or 
location  of  structural  range  improvements,  or  require  certain 
mitigations.  If  adequate  mitigation  is  not  feasible  or  cost  effective, 
a  project  may  not  be  implementable.  A  VRM  I  classification 
would  severely  restrict  new  range  improvements.  However,  no 
impacts  are  expected  to  range  permittees  because  no  proposals 
are  expected  for  VRM  I  areas.  A  site-specific  environmental 
assessment  would  document  visual  and  other  resource 
concerns. 

135-76)  The  decision  concerning  the  60%  use  level  has  been  changed. 
See  the  Area-Wide  decisions  in  Chapter  2  of  the  final  RMP. 

It  is  expected  that  any  area  having  a  deferred  or  rotation  grazing 
treatment  of  meadows  will  be  under  an  AMP  or  CRMP  as  per  the 
SOP. 

135-77)  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

135-78)  Admittedly,  trampling  effects  are  difficult  to  monitor,  more  so 
than  forage  utilization.  The  intent  is  to  consider  the  on-site 
impacts  of  trampling  if  they  are  readily  apparent  and  establish 
some  parameters  on  what  level  is  acceptable.  We  expect  to 
work  with  livestock  permittees  to  identify  problem  areas  and 
reasonable  solutions. 

135-79)  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

135-80,81)  The  word  "normally"  was  included  to  allow  for  flexibility. 
Construction  costs,  terrain,  site  medium,  or  impacts  to  other 
resources  may  prohibit  compliance  with  this  SOP. 

All  actions  must  be  analyzed  as  per  NEPA,  therefore  the 
decision  level  is  the  Area  Manager,  and  the  mechanism  is  the 
environmental  assessment.  The  EA  could  have  a  number  of 
locations  as  alternatives. 
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135-82)  The  standard  operating  procedure  you  reference  has  been 
deleted  from  the  final  RMP. 

135-83)  Your  comment  has  been  considered  in  the  final  plan. 

135-84)  The  200-foot  area  on  either  side  of  roadways  is  intended  to 
maintain  an  undisturbed  natural  setting.  Also,  in  dense  shrub  or 
tree  areas,  hiding  cover  for  mule  deer  and  other  species  is 
maintained,  lessening  their  physical  displacement  by  passing 
vehicles. 

135-85,86)  The  rest  period  is  for  vegetation  establishment  and 
achievement  of  plant  vigor  to  withstand  grazing.  Premature 
livestock  grazing  would  uproot  seedlings  and  reduce  mature 
plants'  reproduction  potential,  therefore  grazing  would  not 
enhance  recovery.  Livestock  movement  would  enhance 
recovery  by  breaking  up  the  soil  surface  and  planting 
dispersed  seeds.  This  type  of  livestock  trailing  could  still  be 
used  for  fire  recovery  under  this  SOP  and  would  be  surfaced 
through  a  site-specific  activity  plan  for  rehab. 

135-87)  Please  refer  to  the  DPC  general  statement. 

135-88)  Multiple  use  does  not  mean  that  all  uses  will  be  allowed  on  every 
acre  of  public  land.  There  are  times  when  objectives  are  not 
multiple  use  oriented,  i.e.  recovery  of  threatened  or  endangered 
species. 

The  BLM  is  in  agreement  with  the  last  two  sentences  of  the 
paragraph. 

135-89)  Vegetative  goals  have  been  set  within  the  RMP  for  many,  if  not 
all,  of  the  areas  in  which  you  have  expressed  an  interest.  Those 
goals  incorporate  the  ability  to  continue  our  multiple  use 
mandates. 

135-90)  The  practicality  of  riparian  improvement  and  restoration  efforts 
will  be  based  primarily  on  riparian  site  potential.  Funding  for 
improvement  will  be  directed  toward  those  streams  with  the 
greatest  potential  to  respond.  The  Area  Manager  will  have  final 


say  in  determining  which  riparian  restoration  efforts  receive 
priority. 

135-91)  ACEC  designation  itself  does  not  provide  protection.  It  provides 
a  focus  for  "special  management  attention"  (management 
prescriptions  to  protect  the  important  and  relevant  values  of  an 
area  -  BLM  Manual  1613.12)  that  is  not  provided  by  areawide 
prescriptions.  The  protection  could  be  provided  without  the 
ACEC  designation,  but  the  idea  is  to  identify  areas  requiring 
special  attention  and  to  focus  on  them. 

135-92)  See  table  3-1,  final  RMP. 

1 35-93)  On  May  21 , 1 990,  we  sent  a  letter  to  our  mailing  list  summarizing 
the  results  of  workshops  held  in  April  on  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  As 
a  result  of  the  workshops,  seven  specific  changes  were  made  in 
the  alternatives  including  the  deletion  of  two  ACECs  from  the 
preferred  alternative.  Suggestions  for  the  impact  analysis  were 
also  generated.  Copies  of  this  letter  are  available  at  the 
Resource  Area  upon  request.  The  many  changes  that  have 
been  made  as  a  result  of  the  comment  letters,  including  this  one, 
are  further  evidence  of  public  input. 

1 35-94)  The  RMP  js  the  management  tool  by  which  "resource  managers" 
(Area  Manager,  District  Manager,  etc.)  decide  on  the  basic  land 
use  allocations  and  resource  condition  objectives.  Is  your 
concern  that  this  RMP  imposes  so  many  restrictions  that 
cooperative  management  teams  working  to  integrate  livestock, 
wildlife,  and  other  interests  will  not  have  enough  room  to 
maneuver?  We  understand  and  appreciate  this,  and  feel 
confident  that  DPCs  and  other  aspects  of  the  RMP  can  be 
implemented  so  as  to  alleviate  that  concern. 
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January  15,  1991 


Michael  A.  Ferguson,  Area  Manager 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Bishop  Resource  Area 
787  No.  Main  Street,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  Ca   93514-2498 

Reference:   Draft  Bishop  Resource  (RMP/IES) 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

I  am  the  license  applicant  on  the  Pine  Creek  Hydroelectric  Project, 
FERC  #3258,  pending  before  the  FERC  since  1982. 

This  valuable  resource  is  capable  of  producing  over  22,000,000  Kwh 
of  clean,  dispatchable  electric  energy  per  year  from  its  8.5  MW 
capacity  plants.  I  request  that  this  renewable  resource  project 
not  be  precluded  from  development  because  of  any  pending  action 
related  to  this  Management  Plan. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 

Sincerely, 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  136  (Joseph  M.  Keating) 
136-1)    Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


Joseph  M.  Keating 
License  Applicant 
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January    17,     1991 


Mike   Ferguson,   Area   Manager 
Bureau   of  Land   Management 
787  N.  Main  Street,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA  93514 

Dear  Mike: 

I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft   Bishop 
Resource  Impact  Statement.     Let  me  begin  by  saying  that  I   find  the  plan 
an  enlightened   management  direction   for  the  BLM.     The   approach   and 
emphasis    on    establishing   enhanced    environmental    standards    as    reflected 
in  wildlife,  wetlands,  riparian  and  plants,  as  well  as  establishing  ACEC's  is 
to  be  commended.     I  also  appreciate  the  designation  of  Route  395  as  a 
137-1  Scenic  Byway.     Hwy  395  is  one  of  the  "Crown  Jewels"  of  California  and  the 

nation   and   deserves   such   recognition. 

Of  particular  concern  to  me  is  the  issue  of  Bodie  and  its  historic  importance 
137-2         and   the  issue  of  mining  in  general. 

Bodie   specifically  must  be  protected   for  both  its   historic  and  resource 
values.     The  proposed  withdrawals  for  the  Bodie  Bowl,  as  listed  in 
Alternate  III,  should  be  pursued  as  it  is  essential  for  the  protection  and 
maintenance  of  the  integrity  of  the  area.     The  VRM  standards  must  be 
consistent  with   this  as  well  as  the  necessity  of  establishing   boundaries   for 
lie  National  Historic  Landmark.     The  approval  of  the  RMP  must  allow  for 
the  final   designation  of  the  Landmark  if  it  is   not  already  established   prior 
to  the  adoption  of  the  final  plan. 


137-3 
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It  is   important   to  note  that   the   Mono  County   Board   of  Supervisors   has 
received   over  600  letters  expressing  concern   and   need   for   protection   of 
Bodie  and  its  Historic  significance.     In  no  way  should  there  be  any  activity 
which  impinges  on  the  sanctity  of  Bodie  and  its  aura  of  timeless  history. 

Mining:     Mining  was  a  boom  and  bust  industry  a  hundred  years  ago  and  is 
so  today.     The  long  term  sustainable  value  of  Mono  County  will  be  due  to 
the   thoughtful   attention   and  care  of  our   natural   resources,   historic    values 
and  recreation  opportunity.     The   1972  Mining  Law  is  presently  a  fact, 
albeit  and   anachronism   in   today's   world.      Nevertheless,   the   Endangered 
Species   Act  provides   protection   of  endangered   species   and   takes 
precedence   over  mining  activities.      Thus   lands   should   be  withdrawn   from 
mineral    entry    that   provide   habitat    for   federally    listed    threatened, 
endangered   or  candidate   species.      Habitats   for  state-listed   species   should 
be  withdrawn   as  well.      There  should  be   withdrawals  for  Geothermal 
leasing  to  protect  unique  and  endangered  species  or  wildlife  in   the 
Southern  Volcanic  Tablelands  of  the  Benton  M.A.,  the  3  mile  buffer  against 
geothermal  development  around   the   Mono   Basin   National   Forest   Scenic 
Area,  Travertine  Hot  Springs,  and  Virginia  Creek.     Additionally  all 
proposed  ACEC's  and  mineral  withdrawal  corridors  along   the  Wild   and 
Scenic   River  candidates   should   be   withdrawn   from   entry. 

Regarding   the  issue  of  the  watershed   withdrawals:      I   strongly   support   the 
creation  and  designation  of. a  National  Conservation   Area.     This  would  allow 
protection    of   the    watershed    without   the    inappropriate    onerous   emphasis 
on  the  protection   for  the  sole  purpose  of  the  Los  Angeles   Department  of 
Water  and  Power.     Creation  of  a  National  Conservation  Area  would   indeed 
demonstrate    that   federal    watershed    withdrawals    are    firmly    protecting    and 
observing  the  watershed  interests  of  all   the  people  of  the   United   States 
who  are  the  proprietors  of  our  federal   lands. 

In  closing,  I  would  again  like  to  express  my  appreciation  to  you   and  your 
staff  for  the  management  direction  you   are  taking  and   look   forward   to   the 
final   plan! 

Sincerely    yours. 


Andrea    Lawrence 
Supervisor,   District  5 
County  of  Mono 

Al/djh 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  137  (Andrea  Lawrence,   Mono 
County  Supervisor) 

137-1)  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  It  has  been  noted  and  considered 
for  the  final  RMP. 

137-2)  Please  see  the  general  responses  for  Bodie  (p.5-5)  and  for 
minerals  (p.5-13). 

137-3)  As  you  acknowledge,  the  Endangered  Species  Act  takes 
precedence  over  the  1872  mining  law.  Mineral  withdrawals  are 
not  needed  to  protect  endangered  species  habitat.  See  the 
general  response  for  minerals. 

1 37-4)    Thank  you  for  your  support. 
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U.  S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Bishop  Resource  Area  January  17,  1991 

ATTN:   Area  Manager 

787  N.  Main  Street,  Suite  P 

Bishop,  CA   93514 

Dear  Area  Manager: 

The  State  has  reviewed  the  Draft  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan 
and  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  Inyo  and  Mono  Counties, 
submitted  through  the  Office  of  Planning  and  Research. 

We  coordinated  review  of  this  document  with  the  Lahontan  Regional 
Water  Quality  Control  Board,  the  State  Lands  Commission,  and  the 
Departments  of  Conservation,  Fish  and  Game,  Health  Services, 
Parks  and  Recreation,  and  Transportation. 

The  Department  of  Conservation  has  provided  the  attached  comments 
for  your  consideration. 

Thank  you  for  providing  an  opportunity  to  review  this  project. 

Sincerely, 


0 


Harold  F.  Waraas 
Assistant  Secretary 
Administration/Finance 


Attachment 


Office  of  Planning  and  Research 
1400  Tenth  Street 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 
(SCH  88110304) 
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S  "jle  of  California 

Memorandum 

To   :  Dr.  Gordon  F.  Snow 

Assistant  Secretary  for  Resources 

Mr.  Holden  Brink 

U.  S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

787  North  Main  Street 

Bishop,  CA   93514 
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THE  RESOURCES   AGENCY  OF  CAUFORNI* 


Dole  .December  7,  199  0 

Subject:  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  for 
the  Bishop  Resource 
Management  Plan, 
SCHf  88110304 


Deportment  of  Conservation — Office  of  the  Director 

The  Department  of  Conservation's  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology  (DMG) 
has  reviewed  the  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management.   We 
offer  the  following  comments. 

There  is  a  possibility  that  economically  minable  mineral  deposits, 
which  include  locateable  and  salable  minerals,  exist  in  areas  that 
will  effectively  be  eliminated  from  development  when  the  Resource 
Management  Plan  is  implemented.   Management  Areas  (MA)  that  have  the 
greatest  potentially  economic  mineral  deposits,  and  for  that  reason 
are  of  particular  concern  to  DMG,  include  the  Bodie  Hills  MA  and  the 
South  Inyo  MA.   The  EIS  acknowledges  that  the  Bodie  Hills  MA  contains 
economic  mineral  deposits,  and  according  to  a  mineral  land  assessment 
by  the  Bureau  of  Mines,  the  South  Inyo  MA  has  the  possibility  of 
economic  mineral  deposits  (Sabine  and  others,  1986) . 

The  EIS  presents  four  resource  management  alternatives  for  the  Bishop 
Resource  Area.   The  Preferred  Alternative  (Alternative  4),  allows 
significantly  less  development  of  mineral  deposits  than  is  allowed 
presently  with  the  No  Action/Continuation  of  Present  Management 
(Alternative  1) ,  particularly  in  the  Bodie  Hills  MA  and  the  South  Inyo 
MA.   The  Custodial  Management  (Alternative  2)  offers  the  least 
restriction  towards  potential  mineral  deposit  development,  especially 
in  the  Bodie  Hills  MA  and  the  South  Inyo  MA. 

DMG  views  potentially  significant  and  significant  mineral  deposits  as 
a  vital  resource.   Because  the  implementation  of  the  Preferred 
Alternative  effectively  eliminates  relatively  great  amounts  of  mineral 
deposits  from  development,  DMG  recommends  that  the  other  alternatives 
be  considered  when  a  decision  is  made  for  these  Management  Areas. 

If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  these  comments,  please  contact 
Roger  Martin,  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology  Environmental  Review 
Project  Manager,  at  (916)  322-2562. 


Qz^^^€ystktf*Ar 


Dennis  J.  0" Bryant 

Environmental  Program  Coordinator 


cc:   Roger  Martin,  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology 

Catherine  Gaggini,  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology 


Mr.  Holden  Brink 
December  7,  1990 
Page  Two 


References: 


Sabine,  C. ,  Cather,  E.E.,  Kuizon,  L. ,  and  Horn,  M.C.,  1986,  Mineral 
Resources  of  the  Southern  Inyo  Study  Area,  Inyo  County,  California; 
United  Sates  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Mines,  Mineral  Land 
Assessment  Open  File  Report  55-86. 
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Pete  Wilson 

nows — 
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£$tute  of  dalifcrmra 

governors  office 

office  of  planning  and  research 

1-500  tenth  street 

sacramento   »s*14 


(916)  323-7480 


OATE: 
TO: 


FROM; 


RE: 


January   17,    1991 

U.    S.    Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Bishop  Resource  Area 

ATTN:      Area  Manager 

787   N.   Main  Street,    Suite  P 

Bishop,    CA      93514 


Office  of  Planning  and  Research 
State  Clearinghouse 


Draft  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental 
Impact  Statement,    Inyo   and  Mono  Counties 
(88110304) 


As  the  designated  California  Single  Point  of  Contact,  pursuant  to  Executive 
Order  1^372,  the  Office  of  Planning  and  Research  transmits  attached  ccnments 
as  the  State  Process  Reccranendation. 

This  recoranendatlon  is  a  consensus.;  no  opposing  comments  have  been  received. 
Initiation  of  the  "accommodate  or  explain"  response  by -your  agency  is, 
therefore,  in  effect. 

Attachment 

cc:     Applicant 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER   138  (California  Department  of 
Conservation) 

138-1)  Please  see  the  general  responses  for  Bodie  (p.  5-5)  and  for 
minerals  (p.  5-1 3). 

138-2)  The  draft  Bishop  RMP  does  emphasize  recreational  and  wildlife 
resources  over  the  traditionally-emphasized  uses  of  mining  and 
livestock  grazing.  However,  in  spite  of  this  emphasis,  97%  of  the 
resource  area  remains  open  to  locatable  mineral  mining.  VRM-1 
and  -2  restrictions  apply  to  37%  of  the  areas  of  high  and 
medium  mineral  potential  in  the  Resource  Area.  These  VRM 
classifications  do  not  preclude  mining,  which  is  a  temporary 
activity,  but  rather  describe  long-term  goals  for  visual  resources 
after  reclamation  of  mining  projects  is  completed. 
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GBSSBRir  HULTIIN-B-UU  COALITION,  flWC, 

P.O.  BOX  1167.  RIDGECREST.CA.  93556 


Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
787  N.  Main  Street,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA  93514 


Dear  Sirs: 


January  16,  1991 


Please  accept  the  following  comments  regarding  the  Bishop 
Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

1.  The  plan,  in  many  places  is  very  hard  to  follow  and  requires 
a  large  amount  of  back- tracking  through  several  pages.  This  plan 
is  extremely  vague  does  not  really  provide  much  information 
beyond  generalities. 

2.  Although  many  actions  are  proposed,  no  specifics  are  given. 
139-1     Expansion  of  trout  habitat  is  indicated  for  Cottonwood  Creek, 

however,  no  mention  of  the  specific  site,  or  the  extent  of  the 
proposed  action  is  given.   Raptor  habitat  is  mentioned,  however, 
nothing  is  provided  regarding  the  particular  species  or  site. 
Developments  are  also  briefly  mentioned,  but  again,  no 
information  such  as  estimated  costs  are  given.   All-in-All  it 
seems  that  little  thought  or  effort  went  into  this  document  and 
it  seems  to  raise  more  questions  that  it  answers. 

BOD  IE  MANAGEMENT  AREA 

1.  Do  not  limit  motorized  recreational  access  in  areas  of 
139*2    wildlife  concentrations  without  adequate  documentation  confirming 

significant  negative  impact  from  recreational  use.   Studies 
indicate  that  many  wildlife  species  are  minimally  impacted  by  OHV 
use.  (Dames  &  Moore,  Western  Ecological  Services  Company,  Inc., 
1988;  Ferris  Si  Kutilek,  San  Jose  State  University,  1989). 

2.  While  we  generally  support  the  limitation  of  recreational 
139-3     target  shooting  in  the  Bodie  State  Park  area,  we  are  strongly 

opposed  to  extending  the  limit  to  the  ban  of  firearms  or  hunting 
within  the  200  yard  buffer  zone. 

GRANITE  MOUNTAIN  MANAGEMENT  AREA 

1.  The  introduction  of  Lahontan  Cutthroat  Trout  should  not  be 
139*4    allowed  to  create  a  conflict  with  existing  recreational 

activities.   Lahontan  Cutthroat  Trout  should  be  planted  within 
wilderness  areas  of  the  Inyo  and  Toyiabe  National  Forests  to 
maximize  protection. 


139-5 

139-fe 

139-7 
139-8 

139-9 


139-10 


139-H 


2.  Consider  the  available  habitat  in  adjacent  Forest  Service 
lands  before  allowing  the  management  of  raptors  to  create  a 
conflict  with  existing  recreational  activities. 


LONG  VALLEY  MANAGEMENT  AREA 

1.  The  year-long  protection  for  the  deer  corridor  should  not 
diminish  existing  recreational  motor  vehicle  use  or  hunter 

access. 


BENTON  MANAGEMENT  AREA 

1.  It  seems  futile  to  create  a  Scenic  By  Way  along  a  road  where 
disposal  of  federal  land  is  being  considered. 

2.  The  development  of  new  habitat  for  any  sensitive  species 
should  not  diminish  existing  recreational  opportunities.   The 
development  of  additional  habitat  for  wildlife  should  be  limited 
to  wilderness  areas  to  avoid  the  creation  of  additional 

conf 1 icts . 

3.  The  more  restrictive  VRM  seems  impossible  with  the  extensive 
mining  in  the  Queens  Canyon,  Mustang  Point,  Sugarloaf,  and 
Montgomery  City  areas.   This  area  has  been  extensively  impacted 
in  the  past  on  both  sides  of  the  highway  particularly  by  the 
abandoned  railroad  right-of-way. 


OWENS  VALLEY  MANAGEMENT  AREA 

1.  The  year-long  Protection  of  Round  valley  migration  corridor 
and  seasonal  protection  of  Round  Valley,  Monache,  and  Goodale 
deer  winter  range  should  not  limit  existing  recreational  access 
routes.  These  routes  are  few  and  do  not  penetrate  far  into  the 
habitat.  There  is  vast  winter  range  available  in  adjacent  Inyo 
National  Forest  administered  lands  that  are  closed  to  vehicular 
access. 

2.  Recreational  motor  vehicle  access  should  be  maintained  at 
existing  levels  in  the  calving  areas.   The  Tule  Elk  are 
apparently  doing  quite  well  because  they  have  currently  over 
populated  their  available  habitat.   Elk  can  be  frequently  found 
on  public  lands  and  cultivated  fields  immediately  adjacent  to 
highway  395. 

3.  As  wildlife  habitat  is  created  care  should  be  taken  not  to 
manufacture  additional  recreational  conflicts. 
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139-12 


139-13 


139-  IH 


139-15 


SOUTH  INYO  MANAGEMENT  AREA 

1 .  An  ACEC  for  the  protection  of  Brist  lecone  and  Limber  Pine  is 
unnecessary.   Limber  Pine  exists  in  numerous  locations  and 
Bristlecone  Pines  are  protected  in  the  Ancient  Bristlecone  Forest 
within  the  Inyo  National  Forest  a  few  miles  north  of  this  area. 

2.  As  habi  tat  is  expanded  for  the  tule  elk,  mule  deer,  Owens  tui 
chub,  Owens  pupfish,  and  other  wildlife;  the  BLH  administered,  as 
we  11  as  the  Forest  Service  administered,  wilderness  areas  should 
be  uti 1 ized  as  much  as  possible  to  avoid  conf 1 icts. 

OWENS  LAKE  MANAGEMENT  AREA 

1.  Continue  existing  recreational  routes  along  Ash  Creek. 

2.  Do  not  introduce  Owens  pupf  ish  and  Owens  tui  chub  into  areas 
that  will  create  conflicts.   Seek  areas  for  these  species  in 
existing  wilderness  areas. 

3.  Cottonwood  Creek  is  a  very  popular  and  easily  accessible 
recreation  area  do  not  limit  access  be  low  existing  level s. 

WILDLIFE  MANAGEMENT 

1.  The  plan  does  not  adequately  consider  the  wildlife  habitat  on 
lands  adjacent  to  BLM  jurisdiction.   Deer  habitat,  particularly 
on  the  western  portion  of  the  Owens  Valley  Management  Area  is 
immediately  adjoining  enormous  tracts  of  deer  habitat  with  little 
or  no  conflicting  recreational  activities. 

2.  While  this  document  sites  numerous  wildlife  values,  not  a 
single  wildlife  study  is  listed  in  the  cited  references.   This 
leaves  the  impression  that  the  wildlife  concerns  are  speculative 
and  not  necessarily  substantiated  by  scientific  studies. 

3.  The  E1S  implies  that  current  vehicular  uses  are  negatively 
impacting  the  Tule  Elk  Herd.  However,  the  Tule  Elk  Herd  is 
currently  in  a  condition  of  over  population.   This  situation 
creates  the  potential  for  numerous  conflicts  with  agriculture, 
private  property,  as  well  as  detrimental  impacts  to  the  herd 
itself.   It  is  our  understanding  that  all  current  habitat  for  the 
Tule  Elk  is  currently  at  it's  capacity. 


VEGETATION  MANAGEMENT 

1.  The  concept  of  a  Desired  Plant  Community  (DPC)  management 
program  for  non-sensitive  vsgetation  appears  to  be  an  extremely 
cost  1 y  proposa 1 . 


139-15 

COrff. 


139-  lb 


139-17 


2.  Recreational  motorized  access  should  not  be  reduced  in  DPC 
areas  for  non-threatened  plant  species.   Studies  seem  to  indicate 
that  OHV  activity  may  not  be  causing  as  much  negative  impact  to 
the  vegetation  or  soils  as  originally  believed.  (Stow,  1988,  BLM 
contract  no.  CA950-CT8-23) 


VISUAL  QUALITY  MANAGEMENT 

1.  The  proposed  visual  quality  goats  are  possibly  over 
optimistic  for  most  of  the  area.  In  some  cases  the  existing 
impacts  to  the  viewshed  currently  exceed  the  proposed  standard. 

2.  The  proposed  visual  quality  is  too  rigid  and  may  not  be 
compatible  with  the  current  OHV  planning  effort. 


RECREATION 

1.  Hunting  on  public  lands  is  a  traditional  and  legitimate 
recreation  activity  and  we  question  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management's  authority  to  regulate  or  close  certain  areas  to 
hunting . 

2.  This  document  grossly  underestimates  the  number  of  deer 
hunters  using  the  various  management  areas. 

3.  More  four-wheel-drive  scenic  back-country  byways  should  be 
included  in  plan. 

4.  Due  to  the  enormous  amounts  of  primitive  recreational 
opportunities  available  on  adjacent  wilderness  areas  and  the 
numerous  developed  recreation  sites,  emphasis  should  be  on  semi- 
primitive  recreation. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  provide  comments  express 
our  concern. 

S  incere 1 y , 


-^JddiLo 


Ron  Schiller,  Chairman 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  139 
Coalition) 


(High  Desert  Multiple-Use 


139-1) 
139-2) 
139-3) 
139-4) 


139-5) 
139-6) 

139-7) 

139-8) 
139-9) 


Your  questions  regard  a  level  of  specificity  that  is  answered  in 
individual  project  action  plans. 

Please  see  general  response  to  comments  on  OHV  management 
(p.5-8). 

The  shooting  prohibition  in  the  Bodie  Bowl  has  been  modified  in 
the  final  RMP  to  consider  a  boundary  that  is  more  practical. 

Lahontan  cutthroat  trout  are  not  proposed  for  introduction  into 
the  Granite  Mountain  management  area.  This  species  is 
identified  for  introduction  to  suitable  habitat  in  the  Bodie  Hills 
and  Coleville  management  areas.  Introduction  is  designed  to 
bring  about  removal  from  the  federal  endangered  species  list. 
Access  for  recreation  would  be  maintained  on  any  stream  where 
this  species  occurs. 

Your  comment  has  been  considered  in  the  final  plan. 

Recreational  access  would  not  be  affected  in  the  Long  Valley 
deer  migration  corridor  by  the  yearlong  protection  criteria. 

Alternative  4  of  the  final  RMP  for  the  Benton  Management  Area 
prescribes  no  scenic  byway. 

Your  comment  has  been  considered  in  the  final  plan. 

The  more  restrictive  visual  resource  management  (VRM)  class  is 
designed  to  provide  additional  protection  to  the  existing  scenic 
quality  of  the  area  and  in  the  long  term  reduce  cumulative  and 
incremental  visual  impacts.  Note  that  parameters  to  guide  VRM 
application  have  been  added  to  the  final  RMP  in  Chapter  1, 
Standard  Operating  Procedures.  This  provides  the  Bureau  some 
flexibility  in  applying  the  VRM  criteria.  For  example,  existing 
contrasts  are  acknowledged. 


Although  the  increased  VRM  classes  would  restrict  some  off- 
highway  vehicle  opportunities,  many  vehicle  routes  would 
probably  be  unaffected  with  ample  opportunities  still  available  for 
touring  and  access. 

139-10)  See  response  139-6. 

139-11)  Recreational  access  would  not  be  affected  in  elk  calving  areas. 

139-12)  The  Bristlecone/Limber  Pine  areas  in  the  Inyo  Mountain  range 
met  the  ACEC  criteria  and  the  designation  has  been  carried 
forward  into  the  final  RMP.  The  ACEC  criteria  do  not  include 
consideration  of  ecosystem  representation. 

139-13)  Site  specific  vehicle  route  designations  will  be  identified  in  the 
upcoming  activity  plans. 

139-14)  Our  concern  in  this  planning  document  is  with  Bureau 
administered  land. 

The  wildlife  study  information  is  part  of  the  public  record  and 
was  used  to  develop  the  RMP. 

Vehicular  use  combined  with  a  number  of  other  potential  human 
activities  is  expected  to  diminish  habitat  quality  over  the  20  year 
life  of  this  plan. 

139-15)  Recreational  access  in  or  near  DPC  areas  would  not  be 
restricted.  Please  see  Standard  Operating  Procedure  #8,  p.270 
regarding  new  roads. 

139-16)  Please  see  response  139-9. 
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139-17)  Prohibition  of  shooting  is  prescribed  for  an  area  in  the  Bodie 
Bowl  ACEC.  Our  intent  is  to  work  with  the  California  State  Parks 
and  Recreation,  the  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  and 
others  to  implement  the  prescription. 

The  deer  hunting  estimates  were  based  on  field  observations  of 
Bureau  staff  as  well  as  consultation  with  the  California 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game.  Over  the  last  several  years, 
hunting  use  in  the  resource  area  has  been  low. 

One  backcountry  byway  was  proposed  for  the  Bodie  Hills  area 
in  the  RMP.  Other  opportunities  can  be  considered  in  the  route 
designation/activity  plan  process  to  optimize  touring  access 
needs  and  benefits  to  the  public  land  user. 

The  overall  RMP  emphasis  is  to  provide  semi-primitive  recreation 
opportunities  and  settings  for  public  lands  in  the  resource  area. 
Few  facilities  have  been  proposed.  Please  see  the  recreation 
element  in  Chapter  3  of  the  draft  RMP  for  further  information. 


WO-fA 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
RIDGECREST  RESOURCE  AREA 

300  S.  RICHMOND  ROAD 

RIDGECREST,  CALIFORNIA  93555 

Telephone  (619)  375-7125 


«M  16  1991 


IN  REPLY  REFER  TO: 
1610 

(CA-065.21) 


IHO-IB 


Memorandum 

Toi  Area  Manager,  Bishop  (CA-017) 

From:  Area  Manager,  Ridgecreat 

Subject:  Review  of  Bishop  RMP 

iiave  reviewed  the  Draft  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP).   The 
Ridgecrest  staff  and  I  appreciate  the  assistance  and  courtesy  of  your  staff, 
especially  Holden  Brink,  in  coordinating  with  us  on  common  issues.   I  well 
understand  the  magnitude  of  effort  needed  to  complete  a  plan  of  this  size  and 
complexity. 

My  concerns  are  limited  to  the  proposed  utility  corridor  through  Soldier 
Canyon  (Westgard  Pass).   Prior  to  forwarding  your  final  recommendations  to  the 
Bakersfield  District  Manager  and  the  State  Director,  I  hope  you  will 
reconsider  the  selection  of  this  portion  of  the  preferred  alternative.   I 
recommend  that  this  corridor  not  be  designated  in  the  final  decision,  or  if  it 
is,  that  it  not  be  the  only  designated  route  available  from  Nevada  into  the 
Owens  Valley.   My  reasons  are  explained  as  follows: 

1.  The  Draft  RMP/EIS  makes  a  comparison  of  the  Soldier  Canyon 
Corridor  versus  the  Queen  Valley  Corridor  (U.S.  Highway  6  - 
Montgomery  Pass).   The  result  is  a  subjective  conclusion  that  the 
Soldier  Canyon  Corridor  would  be  less  environmentally  impacting 
than  Queen  Valley.   This  view  seems  based  on  a  rationale  that 
there  are  more  sensitive  resources  in  Queen  Valley  than  in  Soldier 
Canyon . 

He  believe  that  this  is  not  a  reasonable  conclusion,  and  may  not 
be  substantiated  by  data.   It  may  seem  valid  because  there  are 
more  known  resources  in  Queen  Valley  due  to  its  longer  and  more 
intensive  historical  use.   Because  the  Soldier  Canyon  Corridor 
would  involve  lands  in  the  California  Desert  Conservation  Area 
(CDCA)  which  are  essentially  pristine  and  historically  unused  and 
undeveloped,  less  is  known,  especially  about  wildlife  and  cultural 
resources . 

2.  The  utility  industry  identified  its  preference  for  the  Queen 
Valley  route  as  part  of  its  regional  plans  as  early  as  the  Western 
Utility  Group's  19B0  Western  Regional  Corridor  Study.   In  the 
group's  1986  Western  Regional  Corridor  Study,  the  Soldier  Canyon 
route  was  specifically  deleted.   As  a  result,  the  regional  grid  of 
corridors  adopted  by  BLM  and  other  agencies  to  date  is  based  on  a 
Queen  Valley  crossing  from  Nevada  into  the  Owens  Valley  corridor. 
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IHO-IB 
cont. 


HO-IC 


140-ID 


Adoption  of  the  proposed  alternative  would,  in  effect,  constitute 
a  disruption  of  the  corridor  grid  already  established  in  Nevada 
and  California,  and  invalidates  planning  decisions  of  BLM  and  U.S. 
Forest  Service  jurisdictions  at  least  as  far  east  as  Utah. 

3.    The  Draft  RMP  states  that  the  adjoining  BLM  jurisdictions  have 

agreed  to  evaluate  the  continuation  of  the  Soldier  Canyon  Corridor 
into  their  boundaries  during  their  next  planning  cycle.   This  is 
not  true  for  the  CDCA.   The  CDCA  Plan  of  I960,  as  amended,  allows 
for  the  designation  of  new  utility  corridors  only  in  response  to  a 
specific  proposed  project,  and  only  following  a  complete  EIS, 
including  routing  alternatives. 

Therefore,  the  California  Desert  District  would  not  consider 
adding  this  corridor  until  a  specific  project  is  proposed  and 
studied.   This  may  not  be  a  major  point,  but  perhaps  should  be 
clarified  in  the  Final  RMP  so  that  corridor  users  will  not 
misunderstand . 

In  conclusion,  I  am  concerned  that  the  scope  of  the  study  completed  regarding 
designation  of  Soldier  Canyon  and  exclusion  of  Queen  Valley  may  not  be 
adequate  to  allow  a  fully  reasoned  decision.   Both  routes  appear  to  have 
advantages  and  disadvantages  for  corridor  use,  and  the  premature  selection  of 
Soldier  Canyon  over  Queen  Valley  may  have  long-term  negative  impacts. 
Therefore,  I  recommend  that  the  RMP  either  designate  both  routes  as  "planning" 
corridors  to  be  studied  fully  upon  a  specific  proposal,  or  that  neither  be 
designated  until  detailed  analysis  of  the  entire  Soldier  Canyon  route  is 
completed. 


Thank  you  again  for  consulting  with  us, 
assistance. 


and  please^  let  me  know  if  I  can  be  of 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  140  (BLM,  Ridgecrest  Resource 
Area) 

140-1  A)  The  corridor  decision  has  been  changed;  please  see  Chapter 
2  (p.2-47)  for  the  revised  decision  and  rationale.  Also  see  the 
Impacts  of  Corridor  Area  Designation  and  the  Impacts  to 
Adjacent  Jurisdictional  Areas  sections  of  the  general  response 
for  the  corridor  study  (p.5-16). 

140-1B)  See  the  Western  Utility  Group's  December  4,  1990  letter 
expressing  its  full  support  of  the  corridor  study  portion  of  the 
draft  RMP.  It  also  states  that  information  in  the  final  RMP  will  be 
included  in  the  1990/1991  update  of  their  Western  Regional 
Corridor  Study.  The  letter  expresses  no  opposition  to  the  draft 
RMP's  preferred  alternative  of  identifying  the  Soldier  Canyon 
area  as  a  planning  corridor  area.  See  also  the  Impacts  to 
Adjacent  Jurisdictional  Areas  and  the  Need  Analysis  sections 
of  the  general  response  for  the  corridor  study. 

140-1C)  The  final  RMP  states  that  adjoining  BLM  jurisdictions  will 
evaluate  the  impacts  of  an  eastward  extension  of  any 
designated  east-west  corridor  area  either  as  part  of  their  next 
land  management  planning  cycle  or  in  response  to  a  specific 
project.  See  the  Impacts  to  Adjacent  Jurisdictional  Areas 
section  of  the  general  response  for  the  interagency 
transmission  line  corridor  study. 

140-1 D)  The  impacts  section  of  the  final  RMP  have  been  rewritten  to 
more  clearly  display  the  differences  in  environmental  impacts 
between  the  three  east-west  alternative  corridor  areas 
considered  in  the  study,  providing  a  better  rationale  for  the  final 
decision.  See  also  the  Impacts  of  Corridor  Area  Designation 
section  of  the  general  response  for  the  corridor  study. 
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Reply  toi  Richard  E.  Kust 
55  Seton  Road 
Irvine,  CA  92715 
<714>  786-8878 


January  16,  1991 


Mr.  Michael  Ferguson 
Bishop  Resource  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
787  N.  Main  Street    Suite  P 
Bishop,  California   93514 


Dear  Sir, 

I  am  writing  to  urge  you  to  adopt  Alternative  3,  the  natural 
resource  enhancement  alternative,  for  the  Resource  Management 
Plan.   Many  of  our  2700  members  are  frequent  visitors  to  the 
Eastern  Sierra,  Inyo  and  Mono  counties,  and  Bodie  State  Historic 
Park.   They  value  the  natural  resources  of  this  area  and  want  them 
protected  and  enhanced. 

Alternative  3  is  preferred  by  us,  but  there  are  some  very 
necessary  actions  which  should  be  taken  which  are  missing  from 
this  alternative: 

1.  No  mineral  development  should  be  permitted  in  the  lands 
adjacent  to  Bodie  State  Historic  Park  because  of  the 
threat  to  the  preservation  of  this  site. 

2.  Alternative  3  does  not  provide  for  sufficient  wilderness 
areas.   Certainly  all  the  roadless  wilderness  study  areas 
should  be  protected  from  road  building,  and  off  road 
vechicles  should  be  restricted  from  these  areas,  as  well 
as  other  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern. 

3.  Grazing  restrictions  should  follow  after  a  careful  assess- 
ment of  range  conditions  -  over-grazing  is  all  too  common, 
and  must  be  prevented  from  further  degrading  the  range. 

We  are  pleased  with  the  Uild  and  Scenic  River  eligibility  outlined 
in  Alternative  3,  and  urge  further  study  towards  eventual 


I  recommendation  for  protected  status.  Private  lands  should  be 
acquired  to  complete  them,  to  increase  the  total  miles  of  streams 
thus  protected. 

Also  we  like  the  addition  of  the  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
|Lj|-S    Concern,  the  elimination  of  the  proposed  utility  corridor  in  a 
wilderness  study  area,  and  the  acquisition  of  40,000+  acreas  of 
fish,  wildlife,  and  recreation  lands. 

We  strongly  urge  you  to  adopt  Alternative  3,  and  the  points 
mentioned  above  in  order  to  protect  this  valuable  area.   Thank  you 
for  considering  our  viewpoint. 


Sincerely, 


(fLA*u  2.  Ada- 

Richard  E.  Kust,  President 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  141  (Sea  &  Sage  Audubon) 

141  -1)  The  final  RMP  includes  a  proposed  mineral  withdrawal  within  the 
Bodie  Bowl.  See  Chapter  2  (p.2-22)  and  the  general  Bodie 
response  (p.5-5). 

141-2)  Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 
For  your  comments  on  off-highway  vehicles  (OHV),  please  see 
general  response  to  comments  of  OHV  management  (p.5-8). 

141-3)  Please  see  the  "Grazing"  general  response  (p.5-11).  Areas 
receiving  unacceptable  levels  of  livestock  use  have  been 
identified  and  will  be  mitigated  through  allotment  management 
plans  and  range  projects. 

141-4)    Please  see  response  69-7. 

141-5)    Your  comments  in  support  of  Alternative  3  have  been  noted. 
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Area  Manager 

Bureau  o+"  Land  Manaoempnt 
TS"'  N.  Main  St..  Suite  P 
Bi  =hoc,  CO  °7514 

Januar-v  16.  l°°l 

After  revi  ewi  no  the  draft  pi  ahoo  Raaciurce  Management  Plan  and 
Environment-?]  Impart  Statement  (RMPi.  I  strong! v  -feel  that  vou 
have  chosen  the  wrong  alternative.  Your  preferred  alternative, 
#4,  does  MOT  adeauatelv  provide  -for  multiple  use.  0*  the  listed 
alternatives.  Alternative  #3  comes  closest  to  providing  -for 
multiple  use  and  should  there-fore  have  been  chosen  as  vour 
Preferred  Alternative. 

Although  there  =■.<"•?  manv  problems  with  the  preferred  alternative, 
the  biggest  problem  is  that  it  does  not  adeauatelv  address 
gracing.  The  Domestic  Livestock  Gearing  Management  Programs 
7rj|  pmpi  .  developed  in  the  e=r]v  l«=>BO's  never  did  address  gracing 
as  it  actuallv  pertains  to  multiple  use.  That  is  because  GRAZING 
PRECLUDE?  ALL  OTHER  USES  DP  THE  LAND. 

Bv  the  time  that  the  Bishop  PMP  i=  finalize,  those  DLGMP' s  will 
be  r>^^?r-  a  decade  old.  Livestock  owners  have  continuously 
violated  -fence  and  riparian  mandate  -from  the  PLGMPs.  vet  the 
Bishop  o-f-fice  has  been  i  ne-f  -f  ect  i  ve  in  stopping  these  violations. 
Since  the  current  plans  =^.r^  not  working.  thev  should  have  been 
rewritten  in  the  new  PMP.  as  was  suggested  during  the  scoping 
process. 

The  Bishop  PMP  proposes  to  deal  with  overgra7ing  bv  maintaining  a 
svstem  o-f  Desired  Plant  Communjtv  (DPCl  levels.  but  because  of 
loose  wording.  the  plan  act.uallv  o-f-fers  no  protection.  Instead 
o-f  stating  "If  resource  conditions  objectives  established  in  the 
RMP  are  not.  being  met.  changes  in  livestock  graring  practices 
will  be  made  as  necessarv  to  achieve  those  ot3.<ectives  over  a 
reasonable  period  of  time"  <oage  24).  the  Final  PMP  should  state 
a  de-finite  and  short,  time  frame  -for  this  to  happen  in.  Without 
adding  a  time  -frame,  livestock  owners  will  be  allowed  to  continue 
overgrazing  the  public  lands. 

Furthermore.  the  statement  of  page  1h  o-f  the  RMP  must,  be  changed 
■from  "To  the  extent  practical,  riparian  areas  will  be  maintained, 
restored.  or  improved."  to  "Riparian  areas  will  be  restored  or 
i  mproved. " 

FLPMA  Section  202<c)  ("*'  reouires  vour  agencv  to  weigh  long-term 
benefits  to  the  public  against,  short-term  benefits.  Since  the 
draft.  PMP  and  the  proceeding  DLGMPs  fail  to  address  grazing 
under  this  section.  the  final  RMP  will  need  to  prove  how  the 
public  can  benefit.  over  the  long-term,  from  havi no  livestock  on 
the  public  lands.  Almost  all  scientific  data  and  financial 
reports  'including  those  bv  the  Genera]  Accounting  Off  ice)  show 
that.  the  public  'not  to  mention  native  plant  and  animal  species) 
will.   in   no  wav.   benefit,  from  having  livestock  on   the   public 
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Final  1  v.  when  the  Fi  nal  PMF  is  written.  the  de-f  i  ni  ti  on  o-f 
Alternative  #7  wi ] 1  have  to  be  chanaed,  Matura]  Resource 
Enhancement  and  1  i  vestoc*-"  grazing  Br-  *  a  confer adi  ct i  on  i  n  terms. 
If  there  are  cattle  or  sheeo  on  the  land.  all  the  natural 
resources  1 ose. 

Si  ncerel v, 
Hani'  Levi  ne 
HCP  7°  Bo„  5o 

Mammoth  Lakes.  CA  93546 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  142  (Hank  Levine) 

142-1)    Please  see  the  'Grazing'  general  response  (p.5-1 1). 

142-2)  Decisions  in  the  RMP  provide  specific  direction  to  restore, 
maintain  and  protect  riparian  areas.  Specific  decisions  include 
yearlong  protection  from  discretionary  actions,  managing  riparian 
vegetation  to  meet  DPC  goals,  and  targeting  specific  stream 
systems  for  restoration  efforts.  These  decisions  are  largely  a 
result  of  the  Area  Manager's  Guidelines  that  to  the  extent 
practical,  riparian  areas  will  be  maintained,  restored  or 
improved."  Implementation  of  these  decisions  requires  the 
development  of  "practical"  projects  and  management  schemes. 

142-3)  The  BLM  manages  under  the  multiple  use  concept.  Livestock 
grazing  is  one  of  the  uses  and  with  proper  management  is 
generally  compatible  with  the  resources  found  on  public  land, 
and  beneficial  to  certain  resources.  The  key  is  proper 
management.  It  is  the  intent  of  the  RMP  to  fine-tune  the  grazing 
EIS  decisions  in  order  to  achieve  the  proper  management.  The 
impacts  of  Alterative  4  are  considered  to  be  beneficial  to  the 
resources  as  a  whole. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  143  (Rick  Puskar) 

143-1)  The  corridor  decision  has  been  changed;  please  see  Chapter  2 
(p.2-47)  for  the  revised  decision  and  rationale.  Also  see  the 
general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.5-1 6)  and  Appendix 
8  of  the  draft  RMP. 
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January  16,  1991 


Mr.   Mike  Fergerson 
787  N.  Main  St. 
Bishop,  CA   93514 


Dear  Mr.  Fergerson, 


I  would  like  to  express  my  support  for  potential  land  releases, 
of  lands  ajacent  to  Momo  City  and  Cottonwood  Canyon  Road  within 
Mono  County  Districts  3  and  4. 


Sincerely, 


D.  Bryan  Goodell 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  144  (D.  Bryan  Goodell) 
144-1)    Your  comment  supporting  these  disposals  has  been  noted. 
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STATE   O   CALIFORNIA 


G€C*GC  MUKMEJIAN,   Gotwmor 


CALIFORNIA  REGIONAL  WATER  QUALITY  CONTROL  BOARD- 
LAHONTAN  REGION 


2092  LAKE  TAHOE  BOULEVARD 

t  O   BOX  942B 

SOUTH  LAKE  TAHOE.    CALIFORNIA      95731-2428 

(9161 544-3481 
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January  16,  1991 


Michael  A.  Ferguson,  Area  Manager 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Bishop  Resource  Area 
787  North  Main  Street,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  California  93514-2498 


Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

COMMENTS  REGARDING  THE  BISHOP  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT  STATEMENT 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the  Bishop  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (BRMP-EIS).  We       v 
understand  that  the  intent  of  the  BRMP-EIS  is  to  provide  general  direction 
and  guidance  regarding  land  use  allocations  and  management  actions  for  the 
759,000  acres  of  land  in  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  Bishop  Resource 
Area  (RA).  As  the  RA  is  located  within  our  Region,  we  are  particularly 
interested  in  any  land  use  decisions  which  may  impact  the  quality  and 
beneficial  uses  of  surface  and  ground  waters  in  our  Region. 

The  BRMP-EIS  includes  descriptions  of  four  management  alternatives.  He 
support  choice  of  Alternative  3  "Natural  Resource  Enhancement"  as  the 
alternative  which  would  best  protect  water  quality  and  beneficial  uses  of 
waters  in  our  Region.  However,  we  recognize  that  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  is  mandated  to  manage  resources  for  multiple  uses.  Alternative 
No.  4  "Preferred  Alternative"  includes  many  management  provisions  which  will 
protect  water  quality.  We  particularly  support  the  following  provisions  of 
Alternative  No.  4  "Preferred  Alternative". 

Col  evil le  Management  Area 

1.  Maintain  and  improve  riparian  habitat  for  mountain  beavers  and  the 
reintroduction  of  cutthroat  trout. 

2.  Enhance  watershed  conditions  to  increase  habitat  diversity  on  riparian 
areas  and  to  control  erosion. 

3.  Monitor  water  quality  to  determine  the  impacts  of  cattle  and  recreational 
use. 


tHS-t 


M.A.  Ferguson 
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4  Implement  measures  to  restore  meadows  and  control  erosion  in  Slinkard 
Valley  and  Little  Antelope  Valley  to  improve  riparian  habitat. 

Bridgeport  Management  Area 

1.  Withdrawal  of  portions  of  Dog  Creek  and  Virginia  Creek  from  locatable 
mineral  exploration  and  development. 

2.  Maintain  Travertine  Hot  Springs  to  protect  threatened  and  endangered 
species  habitat. 

Bodie  Hills  Management  Area 

1.  Enhance  watershed  conditions  on  95  acres  of  riparian  land  to  increase 
habitat  diversity  and  to  control  erosion. 

2  Stabilize  and  restore  selected  streams  (Aurora  Canyon,  Hot  Springs 
Canyon,  Rough  Creek  and  all  tributaries,  Atastra  Creek,  Cottonwood 
Creek,  Bodie  Creek,  Clark  Canyon  and  Clearwater  Creek)  to  improve  aquatic 
habitat.  Specific  improvements  to  include  increased  base  flow  and  channel 
storage  capacity;  reduce  turbidity  and  sedimentation;  decrease  summer 
water  temperature. 

3.  Conduct  water  quality  inventories  near  mining  activity.  (We  suggest  that 
you  also  include  water  quality  monitoring  to  determine  impacts  from 
mining  activities). 

Granite  Mountain  Management  Area 

1.  Manage  eight  acres  of  riparian  areas  to  increase  habitat  diversity  and  to 
control  erosion. 

2.  Manage  wet  meadows  to  control  erosion. 

3.  Stabilize  and  restore  Adobe  Creek  to  increase  base  flow  and  channel  water 
storage  capacity,  and  to  limit  artificial  streambank  alterations. 

4.  Fence  waterfowl  nesting  areas  and  springs  from  livestock  use. 

5.  Retain  wildlife  and  fishery  habitat  on  Wilson  Creek. 
Long  Valley  Management  Area 

1.  Mitigate  impacts  to  hot  springs  areas  to  protect  threatened  and 
endangered  species,  riparian  areas  and  wet  meadows. 

2.  Manage  35  acres  of  riparian  areas  to  increase  habitat  diversity  and  to 
control  erosion. 
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Benton  Management  Area 

1.  Manage  20  acres  of  riparian  areas  to  increase  habitat  diversity  and  to 
145- j      control  erosion. 

2.  Manage  habitats  to  protect  the  following  endangered  and  unique  species: 
Great  Basin  springsnail,  Owens  pupfish,  Owens  tui  chub  and  Owens  speckled 
dace. 

3.  Maintain  the  Fish  Slough  area  as  protected  wetland  habitat  for  the  Owens 
pupfish. 

Owens  Valley  Management  Area 

1.  Manage  165  acres  of  riparian  areas  to  increase  habitat  diversity  and  to 
control  erosion. 

2.  Acquire  1,106  acres  at  Hogback  Creek  to  protect  riparian  vegetation. 

3.  Manage  stream  reaches  in  Horton,  Goodale  and  Tuttle  Creek  campgrounds  to 
improve  streambank  stability  and  instream  habitat. 

4.  Stabilize  and  restore  stream  reaches  to  improve  riparian  and  aquatic 
habitat  in  Sawmill,  Symmes,  Taboose,  Goodale,  Independence  and  Horton 
Creeks . 

5.  Acquire  240  acres  at  Lubkin  Creek  to  protect  Great  Basin  springsnail  and 
Owens  dace  habitats. 

6.  Acquire  120  acres  at  Graham  Ranch  Spring  to  protect  springsnail  habitat 
and  to  reintroduce  Owens  pupfish. 

South  Invo  Management  Area 

1.  Manage  3  acres  of  riparian  areas  to  increase  habitat  diversity  and  to 
control  erosion. 

2.  Maintain  habitat  for  Great  Basin  springsnail. 
Owens  Lake  Management  Area 

1.  Establish  Section  22  spring  and  Braley  Creek  as  refuges  for  Owens  pupfish 
and  Owens  tui  chub;  withdraw  Braley  Creek  and  Section  22  spring  from 
locatable  mineral  exploration  and  development. 

2.  Manage  seven  acres  of  riparian  areas  to  increase  habitat  diversity  and  to 
control  erosion. 

3.  Fence  Cartago,  Cottonwood  and  Braley  Creeks  to  exclude  livestock. 


ms~i 


M.A.  Ferguson 


We  request  that  you  notify  us  of  land  management  activities  which  involve 
any  of  the  following: 

1.  Proposed  use  of  any  pesticides,  such  as  rotenone,  for  re  Introduction  of 
listed  and  candidate  plant  and  animal  species.  Proposed  reintroductlon 
of  threatened  or  endangered  species. 

2.  Proposed  hydroelectric  and  "mlnihydro"  development. 

3.  Proposed  development  of  additional  OHV  trails,  especially  those  which 
Involve  stream  crossings. 

4.  Proposed  development  of  mineral  and  geothermal  resources. 

5.  Proposed  timber  harvest  plans,  Including  fuelwood  harvests  and  salvage 
sales. 

6.  Proposed  wildfire  suppression  methods,  particularly  methods  which  Involve 
use  of  chemicals. 

We  compliment  you  and  your  staff  on  the  very  good  work  you  have  completed  on 
a  very  sizable  task.  If  you  have  any  questions  on  our  comments,  please 
contact  me  at  (916)  544-3481. 


Sincerely, 

Cindy  Rofer 

Sanitary  Engineering  Associate 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  145  (Lahontan  Regional  Water 
Quality  Control  Board) 

145-1)  Your  support  of  the  listed  provisions  from  Alternative  4  has  been 
noted.  The  Bureau  plans  to  make  every  effort  to  notify  Regional 
Water  Quality  Control  Boards  prior  to  initiating  any  project  that 
would  affect  water  quality. 


Nfc-I 


146-2 


California  Parks  and  Conservation  Association 

P.O.  Box  28412,  Sacramento,  California  95828-0412 


January  14,  1991 


Mike  Ferguson,  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  land  Management 
787  North  Main  Street,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  C3V  93514 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson, 

As  you  may  know,  the  California  Parks  and  Conservation  Association  is  a 
statewide  citizens  group  concerned  with  the  protection  and  management  of 
California's  federal,  state  and  regional  parklands.  It  takes  a  strong 
interest  in  the  California  state  park  system  and,  as  a  result,  is 
concerned  about  the  threat  posed  to  Bodie  SHP  by  the  possible  development 
of  a  large  mining  operation  on  adjacent  property. 

We  have  reviewed  the  Bureau's  draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  covering  the  750,000  acres  within  the 
Bishop  District.  We  have  examined  those  portions  of  the  various  sections 
of  the  document  which  deal  with  Bodie  itself  or  the  lands  near  Bodie. 

The  CPCA  believes  that  the  greater  Bodie  area,  the  townsite  and  the 
viewshed  surrounding  it,  is  of  great  historic  significance.  The  townsite 
is  the  largest  and  best  preserved  genuine  old  west  ghost  town  in 
existence.  The  lands  to  the  surrounding  ridgetops  contain  significant  and 
complimentary  historic  sites,  structures  and  artifacts.  In  addition, 
these  lands  -  in  their  present  condition  -  are  a  necessary  part  of  the 
historic  Bodie  scene  in  its  broadest  context.  These  surrounding  lands 
must  be  kept  free  from  modern  intrusions  and  alterations. 

We  therefore  ask  that  the  draft  Resource  Management  Plan  be  amended  to 
withdraw  from  mineral  exploration,  extraction  or  egress  to  facilitate  such 
purposes  elsewhere,  all  federal  lands  within  the  viewshed  of  this  historic 
town.  We  further  ask  that  no  such  uses  be  permitted  on  federal  lands 
within  one  mile  of  the  rim  of  the  Bodie  Bowl,  the  valley  in  which  the 
townsite  lies.  Such  uses  could  indirectly,  through  the  generation  of 
noise,  dust  or  earth  vibration,  threaten  the  physical  structures  and 
neral  ambiance  now  existing  in  the  Bodie  Bowl. 

Please  put  the  CPCA  on  your  mailing  list  to  receive  a  copy  of  the  final 
Resource  Management  Plan  and  any  other  Bureau  raterials  relative  to  Bodie 
SHP  and  any  proposal  to  use  nearby  federal  lands  to  facilitate  mineral 
extraction  activities. 


Sincerely 


i  /  O"-' 


4, 


Bernard  Shanks,  President 


Protecting    California's    Parkland     Heritage 
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RESPONSE    TO    COMMENT    LETTER    146    (California    Parks    and 
Conservation  Association) 

146-1)    See  the  general  responses  for  Bodie  (p.5-5)  and  for  minerals 
(p.5-13). 

146-2)    CPCA  has  been  added  to  the  RMP  mailing  list. 


IH7-I 


147-2. 


IH7-3 
IH7-4 


COMMENTS  BLM/RMP 


The  Bodie  Hills  Management  Area  should  be  managed  to  improve 
wildlife  habitat,  enhance  recreational  opportunities,  and 
protect  scenic  and  historic  values. 

Alternative  A,    the  prefered  alternative,  is  a  good  to  place 
to  start.  Generally  it  offers  some  good  protective  measures 
for  the  Bodie  Bowl  that  could  be  applied  to  other  management 
areas  that  include  portions  of  the  Bodie  hills.  The  following 
additions,  subtractions,  and  questions  are  offered  for  consid- 
eration; 


VKM  I 


Bodie  Bowl.  Good! 


VRM  I  -   Main  travel  routes. 

VRM  II  -  Remainder  of  the  area  and  other  areas  which  include 
portions  of  the  Bodie  Hills.  The  Bodie  Hills  offer 
tremendous  opportunities  for  backcountry  hiking, 
sight  seeing,  photography,  wildlife  observation, 
historic  discovery,  and  other  related  recreational 
diversions.  To  provide  anything  less  than  VRM  II 
would  not  be  in  keeping  with  other  protective  mea- 
sures in  the  plan. 

Proposal  of  the  7200  acre  mineral  withdrawal  for  the  Bodie  bowl 
should  be  included  as  part  of  the  prefered  alternative  and  would 
be  in  keeping  with  the  following  comment  on  page  120  of  the  draft 
RMP; 

"  A  major  issue  that  has  been  identified  is  potential 
development  of  an  open  pit  mine  near  Bodie  Bluff. 
Present  day  mining  operations  of  this  magnitude  would 
be  incompatible  with  the  overall  objectives  for  the 
area. " 

Propose  BLM  look  into  turning  the  Bodie  Bowl  property  over  to  the 
California  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation. 

Propose  no  Shooting  and  no  camping  within  the  Bodie  bowl  or  the 
visible  ridgelines,  with  the  top  of  Geiger  Grade  being  the  limit 
to  the  west. 


Scenic  byways  are  a  good  idea.  Road  maintenance  would  have  to 
improve  if  these  designated  routes  become  more  popular. 


147-5 
147-fc 

m7_y  I  why  should  geothermal  leasing  be  allowed  in  the  Bodie  bowl? 


Water  quality  shouls  be  maintained  good  enough  for  human  use  in 
all  streams  mentioned. 
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Propose  the  Bodie  Hills  Management  area  and  those  management 
m7-8    ares  which  include  portions  of  the  Bodie  Hills  be  considered 
for  ACEC  designation. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  provide  comment .  You  and  your 
staff  are  to  complimented  for  a  job  well  done. 

J.  Brad  Sturdivant 
Mono  County  Resident 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  147  (J.  Brad  Sturdivant) 

147-1)  Thank  you  for  your  comments.  They  have  been  noted  and 
considered  for  the  final  RMP. 

147-2)  See  the  general  responses  for  Bodie  (p.5-5)  and  for  minerals 
(p.5-13). 

147-3)  Turning  the  Bodie  Bowl  over  to  the  state  would  not  extinguish 
the  existing  mineral  rights  which  would  still  have  to  administered 
by  BLM.  It  would  be  more  difficult  to  manage  the  lands  with  the 
resulting  split  estate  than  it  is  with  the  existing  cooperative 
agreement  between  BLM  and  the  state. 

147-4)    Please  see  response  81-2. 

147-5,6)  Thank  you  for  your  comments.    They  have  been  noted  and 
considered. 

147-7)    See  the  general  response  for  geothermal  (p.5-15). 

147-8)    See  response  100-36. 
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149-1 


H8-3 


148-q 


January  15,  1991 


Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
787  N.  Main  Street,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA   93514 

Dear  Area  Manager: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  Bishop 
Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 
September  1990,  Bishop  Resource  Area  -  BLM.  Overall  the 
document  is  very  thorough;  however,  I  would  like  to  point  out 
inconsistency  as  well  as  topics  I  feel  need  more  data  to 
support  the  report's  conclusions. 

Inconsistencies 

1.  The  Lands  and  Minerals  map  keys  do  not  delineate  what 
light  gray  code  represents.  Does  it  represent  "Mo  Special 
Restrictions"  as  delineated  on  Land  Use  Restrictions  maps? 

2.  Alternative  2  is  considered  "Custodial  Management"  which 
provides  minimal  management  of  BLM  Lands;  whereas, 
Alternative  3  represents  "Natural  Resource  Enhancement." 
If  so,  why  is  the  Visual  Resource  Management  (VRM) 
designation  for  Alternative  2  in  the  South  Inyo  Management 
Area  (listed  as  VRM  2)  more  restrictive  than  Alternative 
3  (listed  as  VRM  3)?  In  general,  the  VRM  maps  contradict 
the  VRM  narratives. 

3.  The  quail  habitat  map  for  the  Bishop  Resource  Area  has 
been  omitted  although  protection  for  habitat  areas  are 
described  in  the  narrative. 

Misleading  Conclusions:   Chapter  4  -  Impacts 

1.  The  conclusions  for  Alternative  3  state  that  locatable 
mineral  exploration  and  development  would  be  slightly  to 
moderately  decreased  over  Alternative  1  and  would  slightly 
decrease  under  Alternative  4.  When  utilizing  the 
percentage  numbers  provided  to  calculate  the  effects  of 
each  alternative  on  mineral  exploration  and  development 
activities,  theses  conclusions  appear  accurate;  however, 
when  already  existing  mining  restrictions  are  considered 
(curtails  67%  of  the  potential  development  of  locatable 
minerals)  Alternatives  3  and  4  will  significantly  decrease 
mining  activities  rather  than  "sightly  or  moderately." 


2417  Bank  Drwe.  No   303 
Boise,  Idaho  83705 
[2Q8]  385-0373 
FAX  (208)  342-4365 


400  Coeur  d'Alene  Mines  Building 
505  Front  Avenue/P  0   Box  I 
Coeur  d'Alene.  Idaho  83B14 
(208)  667-3511 
FAX  (20B)  667-2213 
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January  15,  1991 

Comments  To  Bishop  Management 

Plan  and  DEIS 

Page  2 


2.  Under  the  conclusions  for  Alternative  2,  the  Draft 
Environment  Impact  statement  states  that  the  potential 
loss  of  $4  million  in  locatable  and  $8,000.00  in  saleable 
minerals  exists  over  a  10  -  20  year  period  and  that  there 
would  be  no  adverse  effect  to  the  local  or  regional 
economy  if  this  occurred.  I  would  like  more  information 
to  support  this  conclusion. 

The  management  plan  needs  to  reduce  restrictions  on  mining 
activities  especially  VRM  restrictions;  and  the  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  needs  to  address  socioeconomic  issues  more 
thoroughly.  In  particular,  the  positive  economic  impacts 
generated  from  mineral  development  and  its  spin-off  businesses. 
In  this  way,  economic  losses  that  develop  from  a  restricted 
mining  industry  are  clearly  stated  in  the  Impacts  chapter. 

Sincerely, 


Ll#*n* 


OJUJL^ 


Anne  Oberly 
Environmental  Coordinator 

cc:   R.  Richins 
R.  Mohr 
M.  Goldstein 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  148  (Coeur  d'Alene  Mines) 

148-1)  Light  grey  on  the  "Land  and  Minerals"  maps  delineates  BLM 
land.  Where  there  is  no  other  pattern  overstriking  the  light  grey, 
that  area  is  proposed  to  be  withdrawn  from  the  locatable  mineral 
entry. 

148-2)  The  maps  you  identified  are  incorrect.  The  alternative  narrative 
in  the  draft  RMP  reflects  the  actual  prescription.  A  notation  of 
this  error  is  in  the  final  RMP,  Appendix  6. 

148-3)  Quail  habitat  is  very  difficult  to  delineate  by  a  line  on  a  map. 
Quail  use  areas  contract  and  expand  based  on  many 
environmental  factors. 

148-4)  These  figures  were  developed  prior  to  completion  of  the  GIS 
analysis.  They  have  been  corrected  in  the  final,  and  a  basis 
given.  The  inconsistencies  mentioned  have  also  been  corrected. 

148-5)    See  response  54-4. 

148-6)    See  general  response  for  minerals,  p.5-13. 

Benefits  to  the  local  economy  are  a  consideration  for  review  of 
any  mining  project.  However,  cultural  and  historic  values  do  not 
have  equivalents  in  monetary  measure.  The  draft  RMP  does  not 
seek  to  eliminate  mining  from  the  Bodie  Bowl,  but  only  to  ensure 
adequate  protection  of  other  resources. 


m-i 


; 


PATRICE  DAVISON 

FIELD  REPRESENTATIVE 

P.O.  Box  2151,  Riverside,  CA  92516 

714-369-8960 


January  17,  1991 

Mike  Ferguson 

Area  Manager 

BLM  Bishop  Resource  Area 

787  N.  Main  Street,  Suite  P 

Bishop,  Ca.   93514 

Re:  Comments  on  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan 


Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

Enclosed  please  find  comments  on  the 
of  the  California  Association  of  Fou 
Association  is  a  non-profit  statewide 
interests  of  motorized  recreationis 
experience  is  best  described  as  "se 
distance,  low  speed,  scenic  tourin 
emphasizing  dispersal  of  use  and  assu 
and  solitude.  In  addition,  vehicl 
hunting,  camping,  rock  collecting, 
adequate  provision  of  access  routes. 


draft  RMP  submitte 
Wheel  Drive  Clubs 

organization  repre 
ts.  The  preferred 
mi-primitive  motori 
g  opportunities 
ring  some  degree  of 
e-related   activiti 

and   nature   study 


d  on  behalf 

Inc.   The 

senting  the 

recreation 
zed."  Long 
re   ideal  - 

remoteness 
es ,  such  as 
,  depend  on 


The  Bishop  Resource  Area  offers,  and  is  adjacent  to,  some  of  the 
finest  SPM  experiences  in  the  State  of  California.  The  Plan's 
visipn  -to  the  future  must  factor  that  quality  into  the  overall 
BHMM»|^6n*Bnt  of  the  area.  Care  must  be  taken  to  preserve  those 
(notorized  opportunities,  improving  them  where  necessary.  Loss  of 
opportunity  should  be  mitigated  by  replacement  of  opportunity. 

Comments  are  keyed  to  pages  in  the  draft.  Requests  for  further 
information  or  questions  are  inserted  in  appropriate  sections. 
Please  note,  however,  the  Association  needs  the  requested 
information  and  answers  before  the  Final  is  released. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  this  chance  to  comment  on  the  future 
management  of  the  Bishop  Resource  Area.  I  look  forward  to  your 
response. 

Sincerely, 


^^^£C__>W4^<^<V^ 


Patrice  Davison 


The  Honorable  John  Seymour 

The  Honorable  Richard  Lehman 

The  Honorable  William  Thomas 

High  Desert  Multiple  Use  Coalition 

Ron  Fite 

Dr.  David  Hess 

Jon  Aichele 


0 
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January  17,  1991 

CA4WDC,  INC.:   COMMENTS  ON  DRMP  -  BISHOP  RESOURCE  AREA 


Page 

4     It 

roads   a 

Valley 

Summary, 

consiste 

understa 

answer 

use   the 

dif feren 

alternat 


is  not  clear  if  "vehicle  use  would  be  limited  to  designated 
nd  trails"  for  all  4  alternatives  covering  the  Brid£f«jjgg*' 
MA.  If  that  is  the  case,  should  be  stated  as  such  in  :WM 
as  was  done  for  Coleville  and  Bodie  Hills.  ;N*pSf;| 
ncy  -  application  of  conditions  or  terms  should  be  easy  :W| 
nd  and  follow  a  pattern,  i.e.  Summary  for  each  MA  should* 
the  question,  "Do  all  alternatives  for  the  MA  treat  venicS*^ 
same,  or  do  alternatives  for  the  MA  treat  vehicle  user 
tly?"  Only  then  can  the  public  accurately  compare'  t8$- 
ives  for  each  area. 


5  It  is  not  clear  if  "vehicle  use  would  {be)  limited  under  all 
alternatives"  (Granite  Mtn.  MA)  means  the  same  as  "vehicle  use 
would  be   limited  to  designated  roads  and  trails."   Also  see 

previous  comment. 

6  Same  comment  as  page  5,  applied  to  the  Benton  MA  summary. 


I      Owens   Valley   MA   summary 
N9-5  I  alternatives  treat  motorized  use. 


does  not  explain  how  the   4 


7    South   Inyo  MA  summary  does  not  explain  how  the  4  alternatives 
treat  motorized  use  in  the  area  outside  of  the  proposed  wilderness 

("Vehicle  use  would  be. .. limited. .. ") 


Owens  Lake  MA  summary  does  not  explain ^how  the  4  alternatives 
H1"7    treat  motorized  use. 


9  Why  is  the  language  concerning  Bodie  Bowl  mineral  withdrawal 
not  also  mentioned  in  the  "Minerals"  section?  Isn't  it  possible 
that  a  reader  interested  in  mining  could  skip  over  the  "Recreation" 
section  and  miss  the  impact? 

Isn't  it  conceivable  that  a  cumulative  impact  of  designated 
routes,  additional  ACECs,  and  seasonal  and  yearlong  road  closures 
is  a  net  decrease  of  pre-plan  opportunity?  The  changes  proposed  in 
the  preferred  plan  translate,  acreage  and  mileage-wise,  into  some 
decrease.  That  is  an  impact  not  disclosed  in  the  Table  and  it 
deserves  attention. 

11  Justification  is  not  provided  for  the  correlation  between  ACEC 
designation  and  motorized  recreation  benefit.  Past  experience  has 
shown  almost  the  opposite.  ACEC  designation  leads  to  reduction  or 
prohibition  of  motorized  routes,  therefore  ACECs  are  not  an  obvious 
compliment  or  benefit  for  motorized  recreation. 


jLft^^lQ   I  12    Please  explain  "Artr-Putr" 


® 


W«MI 


W-l* 


..;■ 


WHS 
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19  Three  MFPs  are  referenced:  Benton-Colevil le,  Benton-Owens 
Valley,  Bodie-Coleville.  Aren't  there  just  two  (Benton-Owens 
Valley  &  Bodie-Coleville  ??) 

Please  address  Supplemental  planning  reqs  43  CFR  1623.41A2e 
(copy  enclosed)  where  it  states, 

"e.  Designate  all  public  lands  in  the  planning  area  as 
either  open,  closed,  or  limited  to  ORV  use.  These  designations 
must  be  delineated  on  a  map..." 

"...  Each  statement  must  describe...  the  area's 
approximate  acreage..." 

The  Association's  concern  is  that  draft  plan  documents,  while 
alluding  to  certain  management  changes  and  proposed  actions,  do  not 
delineate  on  a  map  the  current  open,  closed,  limited  lands  for 
motorized  use  and  the  proposed  open,  closed,  and  limited  lands. 
This  concern  is  specific  to  acreage,  not  individual  routes.  The 
result  of  such  a  delineation,  on  a  map  and  with  an  acreage  figure, 
would  be  that  a  comparison  between  current  and  future  is  easy  to 
make. 

In  my  opinion,  that  comparison  cannot  be  easily  or  accurately 
done  as  the  draft  documents  exist.  I  could  assume  certain  things 
relating  to  management,  but  that  is  not  a  prudent  thing  to  do.  To 
use  the  Bodie  Hills  Management  Area  as  an  example,  comparison  of 
the  "Land  Use  Restrictions"  maps  for  Alternative  1  (Current)  and 
Alternative  4  (Preferred)  indicate  some  changes  will  occur  (no 
geothermal  leasing,  seasonal  protection  area  increased  some, 
yearlong  protection  increased  with  the  addition  of  the  little  dark 
circles  [what  is  this  for?  sage  grouse  leks  1/3  mile?  sensitive 
p^«kj^?  aspen  and  riparian?]  and  squiggly  lines)  .  The  text  leads.; 
ta&f-  to'  believe  that  the  restriction  on  access  will  be  different  from: 
' current  operations  and  may  be  significant.  The  maps  do  not  show 
roads,  therefore,  the  actual  effect  these  new  actions  have  on 
access  is  not  entirely  known.  If  the  plan  can  provide  a  comparison 
of  alternatives'  acreage  affected  by  these  restrictions  i.e. 
acreage  closed  to  motorized  use  and  limited,  and  further  clarify 
which  of  the  limited  areas  are  covered  by  what  restriction  and  for 
what  species,  I  would  understand  what  the  total  picture  is, 
alternative  by  alternative.  This  comment  relates  to  full  public 
disclosure  of  the  proposed  action.  This  comment  does  not  relate  to 
the  validity  of  the  restrictive  action. 

23  Instead  of  identifying  OHV,  mining,  and  ROW  development  as 
potentially  damaging  to  wildlife,  it  is  better  to  state  that  all 
uses  have  the  potential  for  damage  to  wildlife  where  not  properly 
managed.  Otherwise",  such  reference  is  arbitrary  and 
discriminatory. 


® 
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24  The  Association  agrees  with  draft  plan  statement  that 
wilderness  study  areas  released  from  further  wilderness  review  are 
available  for  multiple  use  resource  management.  The  management 
direction  for  those  non-Conqressionally  designated,  i.e.  released, 
WSAs  should  fold  into  the  RMP  without  need  for  an  additional 
environmental  document  justifying  how  those  released  areas  are  to 
be  manaqed.  Just  because  a  wilderness  decision  was  made  for  one 
area  does  not  negate  the  RMP's  applicability  for  the  other  areas. 
In  other  words,  this  RMP  should  be  sufficient  documentation 
allowing  "impairment  type  activities"  (fence  building,  road 
construction,  organized  events,  etc.)  to  proceed  once  an  area  is 
released.  The  RMP  is  the  overall  planning  tool  -  it  allows 
"tiering  off"  for  those  activities  or  management  actions  that  are 
consistent  with  it,  subject  to  approved  environmental  analysis. 
Building  a  road  in  a  released  WSA  where  this  RMP  allows  motorized 
use  should  not  entail  another  J3IS  to  determine  the  effects  of  the 
road  on  the  "unroaded"  character  of  an  area.  An  EIS  may  be 
necessary  to  determine  impacts  on  soils,  wildlife,  or  other  values, 
but  not  to  re-visit  the  question  of  whether  it  may  still  be 
suitable  for  wilderness.  If  nothing  else  occurs  as  a  result  of 
this  RMP  effort,  the  integrity  of  the  planning  decisions  from  that 
respect  must  be  upheld. 

IH9-IS  |  25   Where  are  the  135  acres  of  grass  ? 
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26  Please  define  or  give  examples  of  "Actions  that  will  interfere 
significantly  with  efforts  to  maintain  and/or  enhance  mule  deer 
winter  range..."  Language  should  be  included  that  allows 
mitigation  to  offset  those  actions  determined  to  be  significant. 
Site  specific  evidence  of  conflict  or  impact  to  wildlife  is  a 
necessity  where  management  decisions  are  based  on  that  conflict  or 
impact . 

The  influence  of  the  Tule  Elk  IIMP  on  motorized  recreation  is 
not  quantified,  either  in  the  draft  plan  text  or  on  maps. 
Reference  to  it  does  not  provide  sufficient  explanation.  Please 
send  me  a  copy  (or  summary)  of  this  HMP.  Perhaps  a  short  summary 
outlining  the  key  provisions  of  the  HMP  should  be  inserted  in  the 
Appendix.  The  same  could  be  said  for  any  other  plan  incorporated 
be  reference  (Fish  Slough  ACEC,  Adobe  Valley  Pronghorn  HMP,  Benton- 
Owens  Valley  MFP  amendment,  Petroglyph  CRM  Plan,  High  Desert  OHV 
Plan,  Interagency  Study,  CMA  with  Bodie  SP,  Montgomery  Pass  WHT 
MP)  . 
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Is  it  correct  to  assume  that  the  DPCs  are  one  type  of 
"resource  condition  objectives,"  and  that  there  are  other  types  of 
RCOs  (i.e.  VRM  classes)?  Why  wasn't  the  entire  resource  area 
allocated  to  desired  plant  communities? 

For  all  proposed  eligible  additions  to  the  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  System,  our  concern  is  with  the  potential  loss  of  motorized 
recreation  opportunties  that  currently  may  be  found,  or  future 
restrictions  that  will  be  placed  on  the  adjacent  area  as  a  result 
of  final  designation. 


With   Atastra 
Pollini)   to   exist 
parallel   route   to 
Atastra   is   found 
enjoyable   and   one 
inventory 
condition 
from   the 
trails. 


Creek,   routes   have 
within   the   quarter 
an   aspen  grove  quite 
in   section   32.    Tha 
of   the   few   routes 
map   shows   a   "Hunter   Camp" 
of  the  road  is  a  dead  end,  with 
road.    Those  pathways  may  be  a 
The   route  may  have  the  potentia 
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mile   corridor.   A  short, 

a  ways  on  the  slope  above 

t   route,  though  short,  is 

that  visits  the  aspen.  The 

on   that   road.    Current 

numerous  pathways  leading 

nimal  trails  and/or  hiking 

1  in  the  future  to  connect 


with  something  to  the  northwest. 


The  main  rout?  traversing  from  west  to  east  just  south  of  the 
Atastra  headwater  is  a  scenic,  long  distance  route  that  offers  a 
respite  from  the  Geiger  Grade  Road.  The  views  into  the  drainage 
are  an  attraction  for  motorized  visitors..  The  road  also  serves 
other  users  -  hunters,  ranching  access. 

The  Resource  Area  inventory  also  shows  a  "Jeep  Trail" 
traveling  west  from  the  Dry  Lakes  junction,  throuqh  section  27,  28, 
and  crossing  Atastra  Creek  and  continuing  into  Section  29.  Future 
utilization  of  that  crossing  for  motorized  vehicles  would  probably 
be  constrained  by  WSS  designation.  Yet  that  crossing  offers  the 
only  real,  long  distance,  SPM  link  between  the  Dry  Lakes  country 
and  the  Paramount  Mine  or  previously  mentioned  "Hunter  Camp"  roads. 

Based  on  the  existence  of  routes  and  the  possible  need  in  the 
future  for  additional  routes,  the  "Scenic"  classification  for 
Atastra  is  not  appropriate. 

The  "Wild"  designation  for  Rough  Creek  effectively  enacts  a 
1/4  mile  closure  on  each  side  of  the  creek.  First  of  all,  this 
designation   does   not   appear  as   Closed  acreage  (672  acres)  on  any 
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map  or  in  the  text,  yet  it  should  be  in  the  interest  of  accuracy. 
Second,  this  "wild"  designation  would  prohibit  the  construction  of 
any  connecting  east-west  route.  Such  a  restriction  is  uncalled  for 
when  other  choices  fscenic  or  recreational)  exist  that  can  fulfill 
the  goal  for  protection  and  enhancement  of  values  without  a  high 
cost  to  the  general  public. 

31  Personally,  it  is  much  easier  to  assess  the  impacts  of  the 
proposed  plan  if  each  of  the  nine  management  areas  is  described  in 
relation  to  the  alternatives.  My  plan  review  focuses  on  what 
effect  will  alternative  one  have  on  recreation  in  Bodie  Hills,  vs. 
alternative  four's  effect.  The  resource  area-wide  alternatives  do 
not  provide  complete  information  for  each  particular  area,  so- 
applicability  of  planning  rules  and  regulations  is  unclear  on  some 
issues. 

35  Does  the  draft  Plan  contain  management  direction  common  to  all 
alternatives?   Did  I  miss  a  section  listing  this  common  direction? 

36  Alternative  descriptions  for  Recreation  should  show  open, 
closed,  and  limited  use  acreage. 

50  Seasonal  closure  acreage  should  be  quantified  in  the  text.  I 
realize  it  is  a  subcategory  of  limited. 

The  preferred  plan  causes  a  gross  loss  of  motorized  recreation 
opportunity  in  that  open  (cross-country)  use  is  eliminated,  except 
for  Poleta  Canyon,  some  acreage  is  closed  (Fish  Slough  ACEC  and 
other  examplesl ,  and  a  change  is  proposed  from  existing  routes  to 
designated.  The  cumulative  effects  of  all  these  actions  represent 
a  loss.  Plan  should  offer  some  mention  of  that  loss  and  seek 
method  to  offset  losses,  such  as  compensation  elsewhere  of  lost 
mileage. 

This  loss  will  appear  in  various  ways  on  the  Resource  Area: 
concentration  of  use,  increased  conflicts,  possible  higher 
vandalism  rate  due  to  lack  of  human  presence  in  some  areas.  How 
does  the  Plan  deal  with  this? 
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In   regards   sage  grouse,  it  would  seem  more  logical  to  develop" 
HMPs   first,   and   then  formulate  the  land  use  restrictions  that  are 
necessary,   instead   of   the  way   this   draft   plan  suggests.   Text, 
information   notes   that  sagebrush  conditions  are  not  ideal  for  sage 
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"The  quantity  and  quality  of  big  sagebrush  is  important 
even  on  the  mating  grounds.  Characteristics  of  strutting  grounds 
vary  greatly.  They  may  be  bare  openings  in  big  sagebrush,  gravel 
pits,  plowed  fields,  wheat  stubble,  salt  licks,  remote  air  strips, 
temporary  sheep  camps,  paved  roads  (emphasis  added) ,  bare  exposed 
ridges...  Strutting  grounds  are  not  distinctive  except  that  they 
are  surrounded  by  big  sagebrush  cover." 

In  addition  to  the  expressed  concern  regarding  inadequate 
information  on  acreaqe  allocations  (0,C,t,)  ,  the  total  mileage  that 
is  affected  by  the  yearlong  and  seasonal  closures  is  not  presented, 
but  could  be.  Unless  the  various  vehicle  use  plans  have 
superiority  over  the  RMP,  this  RHP  direction  will  dictate  where 
roads  will  remain  open.  This  direction  identifies  in  no  uncertain 
terms  that  closures  will  occur.  Our  question  is  "where"  and  "how 
much  mileage?" 

Language  restricting  only  motorized  use  is  inappropriate  and 
discriminatory.  All  use,  motorized  or  nonmotorized,  should  be 
treated  equally  where  a  question  of  disturbance  exists.  Without  a 
comparison  of  the  potential  effects  caused  by  hiking  use,  v, 
equestrian  use,  v.  mountain  bike  use,  v.  motorized  use,  it  is 
premature,  prejudicial,  and  unjustified  to  single  out  a  particular 
activity. 
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We  agree  with  the  interpretation  of  the  Doqtown  site. 
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acreage    figure.    Define 


orized   or   non-motorized,   1 
yearlong    protection."    Hot 
rationale   given   why   ACEC   sta 
"protect   the   spectacular   seen 
uses...."    Only  Alternatives  3 
not  been   made  why  ACEC  status 
cannot   be   achieved   by   other 
motorized   use,   the   ACEC   desi 
existing   opportunity,   even   th 
area's   character   up  to   this 
Virginia   Creek   is   accessible 
that   4,000   visitors   per   year 
This   existing   access   situatio 
justification  is  not  present  and 


1  existing  and  proposed  ACECs) ,  need 
if  "dispersed  recreation"  means 
imited  or  closed  acreage.  Define 
enouqh  information  contained.  No 
tus  is  the  only  or  best  method  to 
ery  and  enhance  other  compatible 
and  4  had  this  action.  The  case  has 
is  necessary,  or  why  that  protection 

means.  In  regards  the  effect  on 
gnation  may  result  in  a  loss  of 
ough   that   use   has   not  harmed  the 

point  in  time.   Page  145  notes  that 

by  dirt  road  and  "(I)t  is  estimated 

utilize   the  Virginia  Creek  area." 

should   not   be  jeopardized .   The 
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65  TRT  comments  in  the  CRM  Plan  should  be  seriously  considered 
for  approval.  Any  decisions  identified  in  this  RMP  for  the  Bodie 
Mtn.  allotment  that  are  not  part  of  the  TRT  CRM  Plan  should  be 
subject  to  TRT  discussion,  modification,  prioritization,  and 
approval.   This  includes  the  Bodie  Bowl  ACEC  activity  plan. 

Road  closures  or  re-routes  should  only  be  entertained  when 
site  specific  evidence  is  applicable  to  the  situation.  Please 
define  "concentration  areas."  Remove  discriminatory  language  aimed 
at  motorized  use.  If  restrictions  are  considered,  their  use  should 
be  across  the  board  unless  data  shows  otherwise. 

We  agree  with  the  scenic  and  backcountry  byway  proposals,  as 
long  as  the  affected  private  property  owners  consent  also. 

66  We  have  no  problem  with  the  proposed  construction  of  mtn. 
bike/foot/horse  trails  as  long  as  existing  motorized  opportunities 
are  not  eliminated  by  that  construction.  The  Mono  Mills  to  Hwy. 
167  portion  of  the  railroad  grade  is  now  passable  by  vehicles,  and 
it  is  my  understanding  that  portions  north  from  Hwy.  167  to  Bodie 
are  still  usable.  I  would  like  to  suggest  that  this  topic  be 
handled  as  part  of  the  Bodie  Hills  vehicle  use  plan,  with  no  RMP 
direction  until  more  information  is  available. 

We  support  the  proposed  loop  concepts,  and  have  already 
suggested  some  possibilities  in  these  comments.  This  management 
direction,  while  welcome  and  appreciated,  almost  appears  to 
conflict  with  the  statement  that  "Land  use  authorizations  will  be 
allowed  on  the  west  side..."  Doesn't  that  imply  that  land  use 
authorizations  will  not  be  allowed  on  the  east  side??? 

We  support  interpretation  for  the  Mono  Diggins  site. 

One   site   for   camping  where  fencing   may   be  helpful  is  the 

junction   north   of   Halfway   Camp,  where  the  existing  road  parallel 

the  creek  will  be  rehabilitated.  The  camp  site  is  found  in  the  SE 
corner  of  Section  31. 


149-32       Tne   HMPs   should   be  done  before  other  management  direction  is 
I  finalized,  and  should  include  involvement  of  the  CRMP  members. 
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The  LCTT  introduction  should  be  done  as  an  experimental 
effort,  to  avoid  undue  hardship  or  deprivation  to  the  public  and 
private  property  owners. 

We  agree  that  vehicle  use  should  be  handled  under  the  auspices 
of  the  CRMP  process,  provided  that  the  CRMP  process  seeks  data  of 
sufficient  quality  Isite  specific)  to  justify  management  decisions 
for  closure  or  seasonal  closure.  It  makes  no  sense  whatsoever  for 
closure  decisions  to  be  formulated  before  HMPs  are  completed. 


70    We    agree    with   the   proposed 
Rasin/Bodie  travel  corridors. 
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What  will  be  the  management  of  the  parcels  identified  for 
acquisition?  Will  these  lands  be  closed  to  motorized  use?  What  is 
the  justification  for  the  proposed  acquisition  and/or  closure? 
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117  "Seasonal  closures  are  designated  for  ..."  -  the  two  areas 
mentioned  do  not  complete  the  list.  The  sentence  should  be  amended 
to  include  the  other  areas.  The  current  open,  closed,  limited 
acreage  should  be  presented. 

118  It   would  be  most  helpful  if  the  plan  could  show  all  recreation 


use  figures  on  one  page. 
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acreage  is  the  same  as  the  proposed 
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149  Need  to  describe  current  motorized  use  acreage  10, CD. 
Statements  about  route  proliferation  should  be  qualified  i.e.  as  to 
amount,  location,  and  reason  why  it  is  occurring.  Otherwise  the 
reader  lacks  adequate  information  to  understand  and  analyze  the 
situation. 

The  statement  regarding  deterioration  of  habitat  is  also  a 
generalization,  and  may  be  incorrect  to  a  degree.  It  appears  to 
contradict  the  statement  "Vehicle  routes  bisecting  streams  occur  at 
several  sites;  however,  there  is  currently  little  adverse  impact  to 
channels  and  riparian  vegetation." 
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187  Visitor  use  and  satisfaction  will  be  increased  by  a  logical  and 
well  planned  access  network.  Leaving  numerous  dead  ends  in  a 
system,  especially  in  the  Bodie  Hills,  without  providing  for  future 
connectors  is  bad  planning  and  detrimental  to  the  overall  goal. 
The  restrictions  proposed  in  the  plan  severely  affect  the  public 
and  agency  ability  to  manage  for  the  future.  The  conclusion  does 
not  follow  the  actions. 

201  Please  delete  the  language  relating  to  recreational  impacts  to 
Livestock/Grazing.  That  statement  does  not  represent  our 
organization's  frame  of  mind,  nor  does  it  apply  to  any  other 
organization,  from  a  motorized  standpoint,  with  which  we 
associate.  Unless  the  plan  has  some  basis  on  which  to  make  such  a 
presumption,  this  should  be  striken. 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  149  (Patrice  Davison,  Calif.  Assoc, 
of  4WD  Clubs) 

149-1,2)  Thank  you  for  your  comments.  They  have  been  noted  and 
considered  for  the  final  RMP.  The  concept  of  "opportunities  lost 
should  be  offset  by  opportunities  gained"  is  not  supportable 
since  many  routes  were  constructed  or  pioneered  for  non- 
recreation  related  reasons  such  as  mining,  ranching,  timber, 
etc.  Additionally,  no  environmental  analysis  was  prepared  for 
most  routes.  The  purpose  of  the  ongoing  off-highway  vehicle 
(OHV)  activity  plan  (High  Desert)  is  to  allow  OHV  access  to 
traditional  areas  within  environmentally  acceptable  limits.  In  this 
process,  one  objective  would  be  to  identify  and  provide  OHV 
opportunities  to  meet  demand.  This  would  not  necessarily 
maintain  comparable  route  mileages.  New  connector  routes 
proposed  as  part  of  the  plan  and  in  concurrence  with  the 
citizens  technical  review  team  will  be  addressed  in  site  specific 
environmental  assessments. 

149-3-7)  The  vehicle  use  designations  were  inadvertently  omitted  in  the 
management  area  summaries.  The  areawide  alternatives  in 
Chapter  2  (pages  39-51)  and  Table  2-1  (pages  36-37)  of  the 
draft  RMP  describe  the  vehicle  use  designations.  They  are 
basically  similar  except  that  Alternatives  1  &  2  would  have  no 
seasonal  restrictions.  These  restrictions  were  erroneously 
identified  in  the  draft  RMP  but  have  been  deleted  in  the  final 
RMP. 

149-8,9)  The  recreation  portion  of  Table  S-1  is  a  cumulative  impact 
summary  which  identifies  broad  and  general  impacts  in  a 
regional  context.  Specific  impacts  to  OHVs  are  addressed  in 
Chapter  4  of  the  RMP. 

149-1 0)  "Artr  -  Putr"  is  a  shorthand  notation  for  the  scientific  names  of  big 
sagebrush  and  antelope  bitterbrush,  respectively. 

149-1 1)  Yes.  Benton-Coleville  was  a  typo. 
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149-12)  The  maps  included  in  the  draft  RMP  entitled  Special 
Management  Areas  identified  the  Poleta  Canyon  OHV  Area.  The 
draft  RMP  narrative  identified  this  OHV  area  and  that  all 
remaining  public  lands  would  be  limited  to  designated  roads  and 
trails.  We  have  clarified  the  final  RMP  map  to  identify  the  Poleta 
Canyon  OHV  open  area  near  Bishop  and  to  also  indicate  that 
vehicle  use  on  all  other  public  lands  would  be  limited,  with  a 
closure  provision  for  the  proposed  Southern  Inyo  wilderness. 
The  Alternative  4  map  has  been  included  in  Chapter  2  (Figures 
2-1  and  2-2)  of  the  final  RMP  and  is  retitled  "Off-Highway  Vehicle 
Designation  Map" . 

Vehicle  use  designations  and  acreages  are  identified  in  the 
areawide  alternatives  (pages  39-51)  of  the  draft  RMP. 

The  1/3  mile  vehicle  use  restriction  around  sage  grouse  leks  has 
been  deleted  from  the  RMP  and  will  be  addressed  in  upcoming 
activity  plans.  The  1/3  mile  seasonal  camping  restriction  around 
leks  and  mule  deer  concentration  areas  (Bodie  Hills)  have  the 
most  immediate  effect  on  dispersed  camping.  The  dark  circles 
you  refer  to  represent  yearlong  protection  areas  for  sage  grouse 
leks.  Other  specific  restrictions  that  may  affect  OHV  use  would 
be  addressed  in  activity  plans.  Please  see  general  response  to 
comments  on  OHV  management. 

149-13)  Your  comment  has  been  considered  in  the  final  plan. 

149-14)  Chapter  1,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final  RMP  has 
been  expanded  to  clarify  the  Bureau's  wilderness  review 
process. 

149-15)  The  reference  to  the  135  acres  of  grass  under  #3  in  Valid 
Existing  Management,  p.25  has  been  removed  from  the 
document. 

149-16)  Examples  of  such  actions  include  construction  of  large  fire 
breaks,  new  roads,  pipelines,  herbicide  treatments  to  eradicate 
exotic  plants  and  potentially  detrimental  to  key  forage  plants,  etc. 


149-17)  The  Owens  Valley  Tule  Elk  HMP  has  had  no  effect  on  motorized 
recreation.  As  stated  in  Chapter  1  of  the  final  plan  under  Valid 
Existing  Management,  CRMPs,  HMPs,  etc.  will  remain  in  effect. 
The  plans  are  available  in  this  office  for  public  review  and  are 
included,  by  reference,  in  this  RMP. 

149-18)  Please  see  response  149-16. 

149-19)  The  resource  condition  objectives  (or  goals)  are  described  in 
many  of  the  area-wide  or  management  area  Alternative  4 
decisions.  Plan  decisions  are  considered  attainable. 

The  DPCs  and  VRM  classes  are  examples  of  resource  condition 
objectives.  Concerning  your  question  as  to  why  the  entire 
resource  area  was  not  allocated  to  DPC  goals,  please  refer  to 
the  DPC  general  statement. 

149-20)  Potential  or  existing  resource  conflicts  would  be  addressed  in 
the  upcoming  wild  and  scenic  river  studies,  outside  the  scope  of 
this  RMP.  In  the  interim,  vehicle  use  would  be  limited  to 
designated  roads  and  trails  to  maintain  the  outstandingly 
remarkable  values  which  contributed  to  the  eligibility 
determination. 

149-21)  Route  connectors  and  primitive  trail  proposals  have  been 
deleted  from  the  final  RMP.  Any  new  routes  or  trails  would  be 
reconsidered  in  future  activity  plans  and  the  wild  and  scenic  river 
studies. 

The  scenic  classification  for  the  eligible  portions  of  Atastra  Creek 
was  based  on  criteria  from  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act. 
Appendix  3  defines  scenic  river  areas  as  "...accessible  in  places 
by  roads....*.  Any  need  for  additional  routes  in  the  river  corridor 
would  be  addressed  in  future  activity  plans  and  wild  and  scenic 
river  studies. 
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Prior  to  the  upcoming  wild  and  scenic  river  studies,  it  is  more 
appropriate  to  designate  vehicle  use  on  eligible  portions  of 
Rough  Creek  as  limited  since  a  closed  designation  would 
prematurely  bias  Rough  Creek  as  suitable  for  wild  and  scenic 
river  status.  If  the  studies  propose  Rough  Creek  as  suitable  for 
wild  and  scenic  status  under  the  wild  classification,  then  a 
closed  designation  would  be  implemented  and  compatible  with 
the  objectives  for  the  area.  While  the  area  is  under  study,  a 
limited  designation  is  more  practical.  If  the  studies  propose  a 
nonsuitable  recommendation,  then  the  limited  designation 
provides  more  flexibility  for  varied  uses  in  the  area.  In  any  case, 
no  known  vehicle  routes  exist  in  the  river  corridor  so  impacts 
from  vehicle  use  are  nonexistent.  Also  note  that  during  the  wild 
and  scenic  studies,  river  classifications  may  change  from  their 
original  status  when  they  are  proposed  as  suitable  for  wild  and 
scenic  river  status. 

149-22)  A  brief  explanation  is  provided  in  Chapter  4,  Introduction,  of  the 
draft  RMP.  It  was  believed  that  since  the  RMP  provides  a 
general  management  direction,  which  was  similar  in  most 
management  areas,  then  impacts  could  be  general  as  well. 

149-23)  Management  area  direction  common  to  all  alternatives  can  be 
found  in  the  Area  Manager's  Guidelines  (page  26  of  the  draft) 
and  the  Standard  Operating  Procedures  (Appendix  6,  p.269  of 
the  draft). 

149-24)  Please  see  response  149-1 2,  paragraph  2.  The  RMP  vehicle  use 
designations  provide  general  direction.  Impacts  have  been 
generally  described  in  Chapter  4  of  the  RMP.  Ongoing  and 
upcoming  vehicle  use  designation  activity  plans  would  identify 
specific  impacts  to  access  and  camping  as  well  as  evaluate 
alternative  access  opportunities  near  the  area.  In  regard  to  the 
sage  grouse  issue  in  Long  Valley,  the  area  has  been  reviewed 
through  the  Interagency  OHV  Project  and  is  in  conformance  with 
RMP  objectives.  The  Inyo  National  Forest  has  the  lead  on  this 
project.  It  is  expected  that  a  draft  document  will  be  available  for 
public  review  sometime  this  year.  The  Bodie  Hills  Coordinated 
Resource  Management  process  will  review  vehicle  use 
designations  in  the  activity  plan  in  1991-1992. 


149-25)  Please  see  responses  149-24  and  149-1,2. 

149-26)  Your  comment  has  been  considered  in  the  final  plan. 

149-27)  Please  see  responses  149-12  and  149-24.  The  RMP  direction 
identifies  resource  standards  based  on  determinations  of  highest 
and  best  use.  Subsequently,  certain  resources  such  as  wildlife, 
riparian,  etc.  would  receive  management  emphasis.  Site-specific 
activity  plans  such  as  the  Interagency  OHV  project  have 
included  other  uses  in  their  restrictions.  We  will  use  this 
approach  in  other  activity  plans  and  consider  restricting  other 
uses  based  on  potential  impacts  to  targeted  resources. 

Your  comment  concerning  sage  grouse  populations  and  the 
seasonal  restrictions  to  vehicles  in  some  areas  has  been 
considered  in  the  final  plan. 

Concerning  your  comment  in  the  3rd  paragraph,  please  refer  to 
response  149-24. 

Your  comment  in  the  4th  paragraph  fails  to  account  for  the 
typical  flight  response  of  sage  grouse  due  to  vehicles  being 
driven  through  lek  sites.  The  seasonal  restriction  of  vehicle 
within  1/3  mile  of  leks  has  been  removed  from  the  final  RMP;  the 
issue  will  be  addressed  in  vehicle  use  plans  to  be  developed  for 
the  Long  Valley  and  Bodie  Hills  MAs. 

149-28)  ACEC  acreages  have  been  identified  in  the  final  RMP  in  Chapter 
2.  The  full  range  of  compatible  dispersed  recreation 
opportunities  would  be  specifically  identified  in  the  ACEC  activity 
plan.  Vehicle  use  would  be  limited  to  designated  roads  and 
trails  in  conformance  with  ACEC  objectives,  VRM,  yearlong 
protection,  etc.  The  scenic  ACEC  designation  was  appropriate 
because  of  the  area's  high  scenic,  riparian  and  recreation 
qualities.  The  designation  also  establishes  a  management 
emphasis  for  an  area  that  contains  significant  resource  values. 
Chapter  2  of  the  final  RMP  defines  yearlong  protection  more 
clearly. 
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149-29)  Evidence  is  available  supporting  our  RMP  decisions.  Vehicle 
use  and  associated  impacts  are  a  major  issue  in  the  Bodie  Hills. 
The  frequency  and  ease  of  access  by  vehicles  are  the  most 
significant  factor  contributing  to  impacts  in  areas  where  mule 
deer  and  sage  grouse  are  concentrated.  Please  note  that 
sensitive  plants  are  included  in  the  final  RMP.  The  prescription 
in  Chapter  2  has  been  clarified  to  describe  habitat  locations. 
See  response  149-27  regarding  management  of  other  land  uses. 

The  Bodie  Mountain  CRMP  and  the  RMP  decisions  will  be 
reviewed  for  compatibility.  The  TRT's  data  and  resolutions  will 
be  used  to  resolve  conflicts  between  the  two  documents. 

The  Bodie  Bowl  ACEC  activity  plan  will  be  developed  using  a 
CRMP  approach. 

149-30)  Please  see  response  79-7.  The  intent  of  the  rationale  was  to 
acknowledge  management  emphasis  for  land  use  authorizations 
where  future  demand  is  expected  to  occur,  i.e.  near  Bridgeport. 
Although  demand  is  low,  land  use  authorizations  would  be 
allowed  on  the  east  side  if  they  conform  to  the  RMP. 

149-31)  Fencing  of  campsites  has  been  deleted  from  the  final  RMP.  It 
would  be  reconsidered  at  the  activity  plan  level. 

149-32)  Habitat  management  plans  will  be  available  to  the  Bodie  Hills 
CRMP  members  for  input  and  comments 

149-33)  Lahontan  cutthroat  trout  would  be  introduced  according  to 
Bureau  manual  guidelines  for  experimental  populations. 

149-34)  Please  see  response  149-29.  Note  that  we  will  coordinate  the 
vehicle  use  designation  plan  through  the  Bodie  Hills  Coordinated 
Resource  Management  process. 

149-35)  Yes.  Any  management  must,  however,  conform  to  the  overriding 
RMP  prescriptions  and  be  identified  in  activity  plans  for  the  area. 

The  management  would  be  to  enhance  habitats  of  sage  grouse, 
the  diving  beetle,  and  the  Owens  dace.  The  lands  would  follow 


the  same  prescriptions  as  the  RMP,  i.e.  designated  roads  and 
trails  with  some  seasonal  closures.  The  acquisitions  would 
contribute  to  improved  management  of  sensitive  wildlife  and 
other  species. 

149-36)  Existing  motorized  use  based  upon  the  results  of  the  High 
Desert  OHV  Study  would  continue.  Vehicle  use  is  limited  to 
designated  roads  and  trails  that  were  identified  in  the  study.  At 
the  present  time,  our  intent  is  to  implement  the  route 
designations  approved  by  the  technical  review  team  and  our 
office.  The  objective  is  to  enhance  the  semi-primitive  nature  of 
the  area  by  various  management  tools.  One  tool  is  to  prohibit 
new  roads  in  the  area  except  for  those  acknowledged  in  the 
High  Desert  OHV  Study.  Other  tools  include  VRM,  a  saleable 
mineral  material  prohibition,  etc.  Chapter  3  of  the  draft  RMP 
(pages  155-157)  provides  some  information  about  the  semi- 
primitive  opportunities  in  the  area.  Some  additional  information 
has  been  provided  in  the  final  RMP  (Chapter  2~Benton 
Management  Area  Rationale)  to  clarify  the  situation. 

149-37)  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  It  has  been  noted  and  considered 
for  the  final  RMP. 

149-38)  This  statement  has  been  deleted  in  the  final  RMP.  Under 
Alternative  1  there  would  be  no  known  seasonal  restrictions  to 
casual  vehicle  use. 

149-39)  The  visitor  use  data  portray  only  a  partial  picture  of  use  in  the 
resource  area.  Use  was  projected  and  addressed  in  the  more 
popular  use  areas  on  public  lands.  The  information  was 
portrayed  in  an  equivalent  manner  in  Chapter  3  of  the  draft  RMP. 

149-40)  The  acreage  is  the  same. 

149-41)  Please  see  response  149-12. 

We  will  evaluate  resource  conditions  in  the  upcoming  Bodie  Hills 
OHV  route  designations  which  will  be  coordinated  with  the  Bodie 
Hills  Coordinated  Resource  Management  process.  At  this  time, 
appropriate  mitigations  will  be  considered. 


5-445 


149-42)  At  this  time,  recreation  data  are  incomplete  for  the  resource 
area. 

149-43)  Your  comments  would  be  considered  in  the  upcoming  activity 
plan  process.  Restrictions  identified  in  the  RMP  seek  to  maintain 
or  enhance  resource  standards  that  require  management 
emphasis. 

149-44)  The  impact  statements  to  which  you  refer  have  been  modified  in 
the  final  RMP. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  151  (Lynn  Berner) 

1 51  -1 )    Please  see  the  "Grazing"  general  response  (p.5-1 1 ). 

It  is  not  the  policy  of  the  BLM  to  allow  livestock  grazing  to 
degrade  the  public  resources.  It  is  BLM  policy  to  manage 
grazing  allotments  according  to  the  forage  available  and  the 
other  resources  within  the  allotment.  Twenty  percent  of  the 
public  land  in  the  Bishop  RA  will  be  ungrazed  as  per  the  RMP. 

151-2)  Please  general  response  to  comments  on  OHV  management 
(p.5-8). 

1 51  -3)  Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 

151-4)  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  RMP  has  been  revised  to 
allow  for  potential  acquisition  of  wetlands  or  sensitive  species 
habitat  not  specifically  identified  in  the  plan. 
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RIVER 


January  17,  1991 

Michael  Ferguson 
Bishop  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
787  N.  Main  Street,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA  93514 

Re:  Comments  in  response  to  the  draft  Bishop  RMP/EIS 
Dear  Mr.  Ferguson, 

Thank  you  for  soliciting  public  comments  In  response  to  the  draft  Bishop 
Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Friends  of  the  River  urges  you  to  adopt  Alternative  3  (Natural  Resource 
Enhancement)  as  the  preferred  management  plan  for  the  Bishop  Area.  This 
alternative  best  preserves  the  ecological  Integrity  of  vital  wildlife  habitat  and 
recreation  lands. 

More  detailed  comments  follow, 

WILD  &  SCENIC  SIVESS 

The  Bureau  Is  to  be  commended  for  its  innovative  assessment  of  area 
streams  for  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  status.  We  greatly  appreciate  the 
effort  the  agency  put  into  the  assessment  process  and  we  are  looking 
forward  to  continue  working  with  you  as  the  agency  initiates  suitability 
studies. 

Eligibility:  We  urge  you  to  retain  the  eligibility  decision  for  Fish  Slough. 
Although  not  meeting  the  traditional  idea  of  a  "Wild  and  Scenic  River",  Fish 
Slough  nevertheless  possesses  important  outstandingly  remarkable  values  and 
its  protection  meets  the  intent  of  Congress  to  include  a  wide  range  of  rivers, 
estuaries,  creeks,  runs,  kills,  rills  and  small  lakes  (Sec    16,  National  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  Act) .  Although  portions  of  the  Fish  Slough  channel  may 
have  been  modified  in  the  past,  the  modifications  are  no  longer  obvious,  the 
slough  remains  "free  flowing"  within  the  context  of  the  act,  and  clearly 
possesses  outstandingly  remarkable  values. 

Friends  of  the  River  strongly  supports  the  eligibility  findings  for  Virginia 
Creek,  Green  Creek,  Dog  Creek,  Rough  Creek,  Atastra  Creek,  Hot  Creek,  Rock 
Creek,  George  Creek  and  Independence  Creek. 

Suitability  Studies:  There  is  no  mention  In  the  RMP  of  when  the  Bureau 
Intends  to  study  eligible  streams  to  determine  their  suitability  and  make 
recommendations  to  Congress.  Although  we  realize  that  such  studies  depend 
upon  funding,  the  Bureau  should  make  a  commitment  to  complete  the 
suitability  studies  within  a  reasonable  time  period. 
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Joint  Studies:  The  Bureau  should  invite  and  encourage  cooperative  suitability 
\S2-~  I  studies  with  other  management  agencies  Including  the  Tolyabe  National 

Ct>n+.  Forest  (Virginia  Creek,  Dog  Creek,  Green  Creek),  Inyo  National  forest  (Hot 

Creek,  Rock  Creek,  George  Creek,  Independence  Creek)  and  the  Los  Angeles 
Department  of  Water  and  Power  (Fish  Slough). 

Classification:  The  proposed  recreational  classification  of  many  eligible 
streams  is  unduly  strict.  Although  many  of  the  stream  segments  are  within 
1/4  mile  of  a  road,  the  actual  stream  may  be  in  a  deep  canyon  while  the  road 
may  follow  the  canyon  rim  -  no  real  road  access  Is  available.  Many 
segments  are  sufficiently  removed  from  roads  not  to  require  recreational 
classification.  Friends  of  the  River  recommends  consideration  of  the  following 
classifications: 


STREAM 

BLM  CLASSIFICATION 

F.O.R.  CLASSIFICATION 

Virginia  Creek 

Recreational 

Recreational 

Green  Creek 

Recreational 

Scenic 

Dog  Creek 

Recreational 

Scenic/Wild 

Rough  Creek 

Wild 

? 

Atastra  Creek 

Scenic/Recreational 

? 

Fish  Slough 

Recreational 

Scenic 

Hot  Creek 

Recreational 

Scenic 

Rock  Creek 

Recreational 

Scenic 

George  Creek 

Recreational 

Wild 

Independence  Creek 

Recreational 

Scenic 

Notes  - 

F.O.R. 's  recommendations  are  based  upon  a  map  review  as  well  as  site 
specific  visits.  They  should  be  double  checked  by  field  visits. 

Green  Creek  -  According  to  BLM's  Bridgeport  map,  roads  are  well  away  from 
the  creek. 

Dog  Creek  -  According  to  BLM's  Bridgeport  map,  most  of  Dog  Creek  is  not 
accessed  by  a  road,  except  for  a  half  mile  segment  adjacent  to  an  unimproved 
road. 

Fish  Slough  -  Except  for  a  few  access  points  ,  Fish  Slough  is  well  removed 
from  the  road. 

Hot  Creek  -  Hot  Creek  is  located  in  a  deep  canyon  while  the  closest  road  - 
apparently  "nearby"  on  a  one  dimensional  map  -  is  well  removed  from  the 
creek  on  the  canyon  rim. 
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Rock  Creek  -  Rock  Creek  is  located  in  a  deep  canyon  while  the  closest  road  - 
apparently  "nearby"  on  a  one  dimensional  map  -  Is  well  removed  from  the 
creek  on  the  canyon  rim. 

George  Creek  -  According  to  BLM's  Mt.  Whitney  map,  George  Creek  is  accessed 
at  only  one  point  by  a  road,  but  most  of  the  creek  is  roadless. 


Independence  Creek 
adjacent  roadway. 


The  creek  appears  to  be  well  removed  from  the 


Private  Lands:  Many  of  the  stream  segments  found  eligible  are  relatively 
short  because  of  scattered  public  land  ownership.  One  of  the  reasons  why 
F.O.R.  supports  Alternative  3  is  the  emphasis  on  the  acquisition  of  additional 
public  lands  to  protect  fish  and  wildlife  habitat.  Whatever  alternative  is 
eventually  adopted,  it  should  emphasize  the  acquisition  of  eligible  stream 
corridors  in  order  to  assure  the  protection  of  outstandingly  remarkable 
values. 

Interim  Management  Guidelines:  In  terms  of  providing  general  guidance,  the 
proposed  Interim  Management  Guidelines  are  a  good  start.  However,  the 
guidelines  should  emphasize  the  protection  of  identified  outstandingly 
remarkable  (OR)  values.  This  overidlng  consideration  must  be  addressed  In 
any  site  specific  analysis  conducted  for  proposed  management  activities. 

For  example,  one  of  Virginia  Creek's  OR  values  is  "scenic".  Because  the  creek 
is  only  eligible  for  Recreational  classification,  the  visual  resource  standard  Is 
partial  retention  -  a  standard  we  believe  Is  insufficient  to  protect  OR  scenic 
values.  Another  example  is  Hot  Creek  and  its  outstandingly  remarkable 
geologic  value  -  its  hot  springs  -  which  could  be  degraded  by  adjacent 
geothermal  development.  Similarly,  OR  fish,  wildlife  and  ecological  values  on 
Recreational  rivers  could  be  degraded  by  current  levels  of  grazing  which  is 
allowed  under  the  guidelines. 

The  general  "cookbook"  type  guidance  provided  in  the  Interim  Guidelines  fail 
to  provide  specific  protection  for  OR  values.  Specific  analysis  is  required  of 
every  project  to  insure  that  activities  will  not  adversely  impact  OR  values. 
Site  specific  measures  should  be  adopted  to  protect  all  identified  OR  values. 

MINING 

We  support  the  30,000  acre  mining  withdrawal  proposed  under  alternative  3. 
In  addition,  mining  of  existing  claims  in  the  Bodle  area  should  be  restricted  to 
assure  the  protection  of  the  historical  values  of  the  Bodie  State  Historical 
Park, 

RANGE 

The  RMP  is  somewhat  contradictory  on  this  issue.  On  page  24,  the  RMP 
adopts  existing  grazing  plans  by  reference  and  states  that  vital  issues  in 
regard  to  stocking  levels,  etc  are  not  addressed  in  the  plan.  And  yet,  the  RMP 
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does  decide  which  allotments  to  adjust,  delete  or  maintain  for  each 
management  area.  Regardless,  the  RMP  is  legally  deficient  without  an 
assessment  of  the  condition  of  the  range  throughout  the  resource  area. 

OFF  ROAD  VEHICLE3 

There  is  no  apparent  analysis  of  the  impacts  of  off  road  vehicles  on  sensitive 
resources.  Although  ORV  users  are  asked  to  remain  on  designated  trails  and 
roads,  essentially  more  than  99X  of  the  Resource  Area  is  open  to  vehicular 
travel.  The  RMP  should  specifically  assess  areas  such  as  Wild  and  Scenic 
River  corridors,  ACEC's,  sensitive  wildlife  habitat  and  other  classifications 
which  should  be  restricted  from  ORV  use. 

WILDERNESS 

We  strongly  support  permanent  protection  of  the  wilderness  character  of  all 
roadless  areas.  At  the  minimum,  the  268,616  acres  of  wilderness  study  areas 
in  the  Bishop  area  should  be  allocated  to  semi-primitive  non-motorized  use 
until  Congress  makes  a  final  decision  on  the  Bureau's  wilderness 
recommendations 

ACECs 

We  strongly  support  the  retention/establishment  of  the  Travertine,  Fish 
Slough,  Slinkard,  Conway,  Copper  Mountain,  Bodie  Mountain,  Long  Valley, 
Alabama  Hills,  Crater  Mountain  and  Keynot  Peak  Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern  as  provided  in  alternative  3. 

Again,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Bishop  draft 
RMP/EIS.  We  appreciate  your  consideration. 

Sincerely, 


XbR^.k 

Steven  L.  Evans 
Conservation  Director 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  152  (Friends  of  the  River) 

152-1)  Thank  you  for  your  comments.  Please  note  that  Mill  Creek  has 
been  added  as  an  eligible  river  segment  in  the  final  RMP.  It  has 
been  classified  as  wild. 

Bureau  portions  of  Fish  Slough  remain  eligible  in  the  final  RMP. 

Chapter  1,  p.29  of  the  draft  RMP  indicates  when  the  suitability 
studies  will  be  completed.  This  has  been  modified  in  the  final 
RMP  to  read  that  studies  will  be  initiated  within  two  years  after 
the  RMP  is  approved.  Appendix  2,  p.245  of  the  draft  RMP 
identifies  the  study  schedule  as  well. 

It  is  our  intent  to  solicit  interest  and  invite  adjoining  agencies  and 
private  owners  to  cooperate  in  joint  suitability  studies.  Some 
agencies  have  already  expressed  their  opinions  about  river 
segments  on  their  lands.  See  letters  84,  90,  and  164. 

We  consider  the  classifications  to  be  potential  designations 
based  on  our  knowledge  of  the  field  situation.  We  have 
reassessed  the  creeks  and  have  modified  the  final  RMP  so  that 
both  Hot  Creek  and  Rock  Creek  are  reclassified  as  scenic. 
During  the  upcoming  studies,  we  will  reevaluate  the 
classifications  based  on  more  complete  field  information  and 
make  changes  accordingly. 

Acquisitions  of  private  lands  would  be  considered  in  the 
upcoming  studies. 

We  agree  with  your  comments.  Appendix  3  of  the  draft  RMP, 
pp.255-256,  notes  that  the  free  flowing  and  outstandingly 
remarkable  values  require  protection  under  interim  management. 
We  have,  however,  added  a  statement  to  Chapter  1  in  the  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  portion  of  the  final  RMP  to  clarify  the  goals  of 
interim  management.  Also,  any  new  proposals  made  in  eligible 
river  corridors  would  undergo  a  site  specific  environmental 
assessment  to  identify  impacts  to  the  river  values  and 
mitigations. 
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1 52-2)  By  "restricting  mining,"  we  assume  you  mean  mineral  withdrawal. 
Please  see  general  responses  for  minerals  and  for  Bodie. 

152-3)  Please  see  the  "Grazing"  general  response  (p.5-11).  It  is  the 
intent  of  the  RMP  to  fine-tune  the  grazing  EIS  decisions  in  order 
to  achieve  the  proper  management. 

152-4)  Please  see  general  response  to  comments  on  OHV 
management.  Note  that  vehicle  use  is  limited  to  designated 
roads  and  trails.  Vehicle  use  would  be  allowed  in  corridor  areas 
in  conformance  with  the  interim  management  guidelines  of 
Appendix  3,  draft  RMP. 

1 52-5)  Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 

152-6)  We  appreciate  your  interest  in  the  Alternative  3  proposed 
ACECs.  Your  comment  has  been  considered  in  the  final  plan. 
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U.  S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Bishop  Resource  Area 

ATTN:  Area  Manager 

787  N.  Main  Street,  Suite  P 

Bishop,  CA   93514 

Dear  Area  Manager: 

The  State  submitted  a  letter  on  January  17,  1991  on  the  Draft 
Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact 
Statement,  Inyo  and  Mono  Counties.   This  letter  included  comments 
from  the  Department  of  Conservation.   Since  that  time  the 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  has  submitted  the  attached  comments 
for  your  consideration. 

Thank  you  for  your  additional  attention  to  this  matter. 

Sincerely, 


Attachment 


JMfarold  F.  Waraas      \j 
<f     Assistant  Secretary 
\)     Administration/Finance 


Office  of  Planning  and  Research 
1400  Tenth  Street 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 
(SCH  88110304) 
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State  o~  California 

Memorandum 

The  Honorable  Douglas  P.  Wheeler 
Secretary  for  Resources 
1416  Ninth  Street 
Sacramento,  CA   95814 


Department  of  Filh  and  Game 


The  Resources  Agency 


January  17,  1991 


Subject:  SCH  88110304  -  Bureau  of  Land  Management  Draft  Resource  Management 
Plan  and  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Bishop 
Resource  Area 

The  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  (DFG)  has  reviewed  the  Draft 
Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  and  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (DEIS)  for  the  Bishop  Resource  Area.   The  RMP  is 
intended  to  identify  management  direction  on  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  (BLM)  lands  for  the  next  10-20  years.   Located  in  the 
Eastern  Sierra  Nevada  region  of  California,  the  Resource  Area  (RA) 
includes  750,000  acres  of  BLM  land  and  9,000  acres  of  minerals 
under  private  land  in  Inyo  and  Mono  counties.   Although  the  RMP 
focuses  most  strongly  on  four  issues  (recreation,  wildlife, 
minerals,  land  ownership  and  authorizations),  additional 
management  concerns  addressed  include  cultural  resources,  fuelwood 
harvesting,  livestock  grazing,  and  fire  suppression.   Alternative 
management  scenarios  analyzed  include:   1)  Continuation  of  Present 
Management,  2)  Custodial  Management,  3)  Natural  Resource 
Enhancement,  and  4)  The  Preferred  alternative.   Alternative  2  is 
commodity  and  development-oriented,  while  alternatives  1,  3,  and  4 
provide  varying  levels  of  protection  and  enhancement  for  many 
resources. 

The  DFG  has  concerns  with  the  probable  impacts  of  the  RMP,  as 
proposed,  on  biological  resources  such  as  migratory  mule  deer, 
pronghorn,  tule  elk,  sage  grouse,  sensitive  plants,  recreationally 
used  trout  populations,  sensitive  trout  populations,  invertebrate 
populations,  threatened  and  endangered  species  of  fish  and 
wildlife,  migratory  and  resident  bird  species,  and  the  habitats 
supporting  these  resources.   The  RA  contains  significant 
communities  of  aquatic,  wetland,  riparian,  sand  dune,  desert 
spring,  old  growth  red  fir,  bristlecone  pine,  and  bitterbrush/ 
sagebrush  resources. 

Based  on  the  conclusions  stated  in  Chapter  4,  Impact  Analysis, 
alternatives  1  (Present  Management)  and  2  -  (Custodial  Management) 
would  result  in  unacceptably  negative  impacts  to  fish  and  wildlife 
resources.   Such  a  level  of  impacts  does  not  appear  to  comply  with 
General  Policy  No.  4,  stated  on  page  25  of  the  RMP  [Section 
102(a)(8),  Federal  Land  and  Management  Act  of  1976  (FLPMA)),  nor 
with  the  letter  and  intent  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973, 
as  amended  (ESA).   The  specific  problems  are  as  follows: 
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7. 


Effects  on  Threatened  and  Endangered  Species.   As  stated  on 
page  196  of  the  DEIS,  the  cumulative  effects  of  either 
alternative  1  or  2  would  be  moderate  to  high  negative  impacts 
to  the  majority  of  sensitive  plant  and  animal  species  within 
the  RA.   Therefore,  selection  of  either  of  these  alternatives 
would  be  inconsistent  with  FLPMA  and  ESA. 
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Effects  on  Tule  Elk.   Page  192  states  that  alternatives  1  and 
2  would  cause  slight  to  moderate  negative  impacts  to  tule  elk 
habitat  conditions.   This  conflicts  with  the  Owens  Valley  Tule 
Elk  Habitat  Management  Plan  signed  by  BLM  in  1986. 

Effects  on  Mule  Deer.   Page  190  states  that  alternatives  1  and 
2  will  result  in  moderate  to  high  negative  impacts  to  six  deer 
herds.   Selection  of  either  alternative  would  be  inconsistent 
with  BLM's  policy  stated  on  page  26  of  the  RMP  as:   "BLM  will 
continue  to  cooperate  with  the  DFG  with  regard  to  Deer  Herd 
Management  Plans."   These  plans  for  all  six  herds  within  the 
RA,  as  signed  by  the  BLM,  call  for  maintenance  or  slight 
improvements  in  deer  numbers  and  deer  habitat  for  each  herd. 

Effects  on  Sage  Grouse  and  Quail.   Page  188  states  that 

alternatives  1  and  2  will  add  significantly  to  the  loss  or 

degradation  of  habitat  for  sage  grouse  and  quail.  Habitat  for 
other  upland  species  will  be  similarly  affected. 

Effects  on  Pronghorn.   Page  193  states  that  selection  of 
alternatives  1  or  2  will  have  slight  to  moderate  negative 
effects  on  pronghorn  habitat  conditions. 

Neither  Alternative  1  nor  2  incorporate  management  for  Desired 
Plant  Communities  (DPC),  a  concept  the  DFG  strongly  endorses. 

Alternatives  1,  2  and  4  include  provisions  for  an  east-west 
transmission  corridor  through  the  Owens  Valley.   All  proposed 
alignments  for  the  transmission  corridor  would  have 
significant  negative  effects  on  a  variety  of  fish  and  wildlife 
resources . 
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For  the  above  reasons,  we  would  object  to  adoption  of  alternatives 
1  and  2,  and  call  for  their  rejection.   They  do  not  afford 
sufficient  protection  for  fish  and  wildlife  resources. 
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The  DFG  does  not  concur  with  revocation  of  wate 
as  proposed  in  alternatives  2,  3,  and  4.  We  be 
revocation  would  not  be  beneficial  to  the  natur 
the  RA.  Also,  the  authority  to  adequately  mana 
the  RA  could  be  jeopardized  if  the  withdrawals 
Instead,  due  to  the  various  unique  and  recreati 
natural  resources  present  in  the  RA,  the  DFG  re 
RA  receive  special  designation  as  a  Natural  Con 
(NCA).  The  RA  not  only  contains  its  own  unique 
geothermally  active  sites,  significant  deer  win 
pronghorn,  trout  streams,  wilderness  study  area 
aesthetic,  scenic,  and  recreational  values,  but 
adjacent  to  a  broad  spectrum  of  quality  lands  w 
resource  and  recreational  values  of  equal  or  gr 
including  existing  wilderness  study  areas. 

The  overall  area  managed  by  several  Federal,  State,  and  local 
agencies  receives  tremendous  recreational  use.   For  example,  the 
Inyo  National  Forest  alone  supported  an  annual  visitation  in  1986 
exceeding  that  of  Yellowstone,  Grand  Canyon,  and  Glacier  National 
parks  combined.   It  appears  appropriate  that  the  RA  receive  NCA 
designation  to  preserve  the  richness  and  diversity  of  the  entire 
Inyo-Mono  area. 

Additionally,  designation  of  the  RA  as  an  NCA  should  incorporate 
at  least  the  following  conditions: 

1.  The  BLH  should  retain  full  authority  over  management  of  the 
NCA  as  currently  exists  in  the  RA,  specifically  retention  of 
authority  to  provide  terms  and  conditions  in  a  "4e  Report"  to 
the  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission  pursuant  to  the 
Federal  Power  Act. 

2.  The  DFG  should  participate  in  selection  and  evaluation  of 
lands  proposed  by  the  BLM  for  disposal,  acquisition,  or 
exchange,  and  participate  in  development  of  the  Environmental 
Assessment  for  any  such  disposal. 

3.  Prior  to  disposal  of  any  lands,  an  assessment  of  the 
cumulative  impacts  attributed  to  such  disposal  should  be 
completed,  particularly  with  respect  to  impacts  associated 
with  fish  and  wildlife  habitats  and  water  resources. 

The  DFG  recommends  that  Alternative  3,  with  modifications  provided 
in  our  Specific  Comments,  attached,  be  selected  as  the  preferred 
alternative. 
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in  Chapter  4  state  that  Alternative  3  provides  the 
for  fish  and  wildlife  resources  and,  as  stated  on 

the  only  alternative  which  would  maintain  or 
ition  of  the  natural  environment.   Wildlife 

improved,  scenic  quality  enhanced,  and  vegetation 
1  resources  protected.   In  the  event  Alternative  3 
to  be  infeasible  of  implementation,  we  would 
rnative  4  only  if  the  following  major  additions 
s,  resolving  the  issues  and  concerns  we  have  in  a 

are  fully  incorporated  in  the  RHP: 


1. 


Elimination  of  consideration  of  an  east-west  transmission  line 
corridor  through  the  Owens  Valley. 

2.  DPC  goals  for  riparian  communities  identified  in  Alternative  4 
should  meet  or  exceed  those  identified  in  Alternative  3. 

3.  Fire  suppression  techniques  should  be  modified  to  reduce 
adverse  impacts  to  fish  and  wildlife  habitats. 

4.  Incorporation  of  the  Specific  Comments  attached  to  this 
letter. 
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The  RMP  is  deficient  in  identific 
responsibilities,  in  Standard  Ope 
Area  Manager's  Guidelines  (AMG). 
deficiencies  the  RMP  will  probabl 
Intended.  In  that  regard,  we  bel 
involve  a  dynamic  process  not  end 
Ongoing  monitoring  and  evaluation 
continuing  information  as  to  how 
RMP's  objectives.  Through  this  p 
adjustments  can  be  made  in  manage 
implementation  adjusted,  and,  mos 
change  recognized. 

Monitoring  should  be  established  to  collect  information  from 
selected  sources  to  determine  RMP  implementation  and  to  measure 
the  effects  of  BLM  activities.   This  information  will  indicate 
whether  future  program  activities  are  consistent  with  the 
objectives  and  the  costs  as  projected  in  the  RMP  and  whether  they 
adhere  to  the  SOPs  and  respond  to  the  public's  and  management's 
expressed  concerns. 

Therefore,  we  strongly  urge  the  BLM  to  devote  a  full  chapter  of 
the  RMP  to  a  monitoring  and  evaluation  process  similar  to  the  one 
contained  in  Chapter  5  (pages  242-257)  of  the  Inyo  National  Forest 
Land  and  Resource  Management  Plan  of  1988. 

We  recognize  there  are  many  needs  for  resource  monitoring,  but  we 
also  realize  there  are  potential  limitations  on  BLM  staff  time. 
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We  believe  achieving  needed  monitoring  will  require  use  of  non-BLM 
J5>4--g    personnel.   Relative  to  grazing  needs,  we  propose  that  the  cost  of 
effective  monitoring  of  forage  utilization  on  all  allotments  be 
funded  by  the  appropriate  permittee(s)  as  a  use  fee  so  that  the 
public  can  recognize  the  degree  of  this  consumptive  use  of  its 
renewable  resource  and  the  degree  of  compliance  with  the  Allotment 
Management  Plan  (AMP). 

The  DFG  believes  adoption  of  adequate  SOPs  is  necessary  to 
suitably  implement  the  decisions  of  the  RMP.   In  our  experience 
the  SOPs  are  the  basis  for  sound  management  practices  in  that  they 
direct  routine  activities  as  well  as  guide  long-term  planning. 
Due  to  our  strong  interest  in  this  aspect,  we  have  included  an 
extensive  list  of  potential  SOPs  we  believe  would  provide  the  RMP 
strength  to  appropriately  protect  fish  and  wildlife  resources  and 
their  habitats. 

In  addition,  to  the  above  major  items,  the  attached  comments  also 
detail  our  specific  concerns  and  suggested  modifications  for 
alternatives  3  and  4. 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  review  the  Draft  RMP  and  DEIS. 
If  you  have  any  questions  please  contact  Mr.  Fred  Worthley, 
Regional  Manager,  Region  5,  Department  of  Fish  and  Game, 
330  Golden  Shore,  Suite  50,  Long  Beach,  California  90802, 
telephone  (213)  590-5937. 


Pete  Bontadelli 
Director 


Attachment 


Supervisor,  Inyo  National  Forest,  Bishop 
Mr.  R.  Bransfield,  USFWS,  Ventura 
Supervisor,  Toiyabe  National  Forest,  Sparks 
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ATTACHMENT 
Specific  Comments 

1.  Page  19,  Purpose  and  Need  for  this  RMP.   We  suggest  that  a 
brief  description,  or  listing,  of  the  "sixteen  major  proposals 
not  in  conformance  with  the  MFPs"  as  identified  by  the  Area 
Manager  be  included  in  the  RMP. 

2.  Page  25.   The  RMP  should  also  set  goals  and  objectives  for 
management  of  the  effects  of  other  decisions  on:   wildlife; 
threatened,  endangered,  or  rare  plants;  fish  species  of 
special  concern  or  management  needs;  and  their  habitats. 

3.  Page  26.   We  generally  support  the  proposed  Area  Manager's 
Guidelines  (AMGs),  but  we  believe  they  should  be  strengthened 
and  expanded.   The  following  changes  and  additions  are 
proposed  to  provide  more  assurance  of  achieving  the  needed 
protection  to  critical  wildlife  resources  (changes  are 
underlined) : 

a.  #2.   Vegetative  goals  for  wildlife  habitat,  watershed 

protection,  and  riparian  conditions  shall  be  given 
preference  in  relationship  to  livestock  forage  needs. 
Traditional,  or  permittee-desired  practices,  may  be 
maintained  provided  vegetative  goals  can  be  met. 

b.  #3.   Actions  that  interfere  significantly  with  efforts  to 

maintain  and/or  enhance  mule  deer  winter  range  throughout 
the  area  will  not  be  allowed. 

c.  #8.   Actions  that  interfere  significantly  with  efforts  to 

maintain  and/or  enhance  sage  grouse  habitat  will  not  be 
allowed. 

d.  We  believe  that  the  Agency's  commitment  to  implementation 
of  SOPs  is  important  enough  to  be  a  required  procedure, 
and  suggest  the  following  Guideline  be  added  to  achieve 
that  purpose:   Area-wide  SOPs  shall  be  implemented  to 
provide  specif ic~ guidelines  for  the  management  of  each 
resource  to  ensure  its  overall  protection  or  enhancement. 
They  apply  wherever  the  resource  or  activity  occurs.   More 
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e  Management  Area  decisions. 

e.   We  request  that  the  following  also  be  added  to  the  SOPs: 
An  inter-agency  interdisciplinary  team  process  will  be 
used  in  development  of  Allotment  Management  Plans  (AMPs) 
and  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  evaluation  of 
watershed  withdrawals,  land  disposals,  and  other 
"si te-specif ic  projects  affectTng  fish  and  wildlife 
resources ■ 

Page  24,  Issues  Considered  but  Dropped  From  Further  Analysis, 
Livestock  Grazing  Decisions. 
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5.  Page  27,  Determinations  That  Will  Not  be  Made  in  This  Plan, 
Item  3.    We  disagree  insofar  as  soil  and  water  objectives  are 
not  addressed.   They  should  be  included  in  the  RMP  through 
applicable  SOPs  designed  to  apply  to  those  resources. 

6.  Page  29,  Desired  Plant  Communities  (DPCs).   Management  for 
DPCs  is  a  strongly  positive  step  toward  responsible  management 
of  the  land.   However,  the  RMP  states  that  only  30  percent  of 
the  RA  will  be  managed  for  DPCs.   We  urge  the  BLM  to 
ultimately  expand  the  area  covered  by  DPCs  to  encompass  the 
entire  RA.   This  could  be  accomplished  by  adding  lands 
identified  for  improvement  as  initial  areas  are  brought  up  to 
the  desired  condition.   This  process,  including  listing  of  the 
lands  proposed  for  addition,  and  their  priorities,  should  be 
identified  in  the  RMP  in  order  to  avoid  the  need  for  future 
Plan  amendment  to  achieve  it.   We  believe  the  final  document 
should  include,  for  each  habitat  type  in  each  management  area, 
the  location  of  the  currently  identified  acreage  to  be  managed 
for  DPCs,  the  total  acreage  of  each  existing  habitat  type,  and 
a  prioritization  of  those  remaining  lands  to  be  included  in 
future  DPC  management. 

7.  Page  39,  Organization  of  the  Alternative  Descriptions,  Support 
Needs.   No  commitment  to  meet  these  support  needs  is 
identified  in  the  RMP.   Without  this  commitment  implementation 
of  this  Plan  may  be  jeopardized.   We  suggest  that  this 
important  commitment  be  made  in  a  section  such  as  General 
Policy  on  page  25. 

8.  Page  49,  Alternative  4  Decisions,  Item  No.  8,  second  to  the 
last  paragraph,  right  column.   Add  the  statement  "restricting 
recreation  use  when  there  is  a  conflict  with  wildlife  or  other 
natural  resources"  to  the  last  sentence,  as  in  Alternative  3 . 

9.  Pages  46  and  50,  Alternatives  3  and  4,  Decisions. 

a.   The  year-long  protection  afforded  to  aspen  groves, 

meadows,  and  riparian  areas  should  include  a  300-foot 
buffer  for  listing  in  alternatives  3  and  4. 
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Many  studies  have  identified  the  need  to  maintain 
contiguous  riparian  corridors  along  both  perennial  and 
intermittent  streams  to  provide  migration  routes  and 
natural  dispersal  corridors  for  wildlife.   In  addition, 
such  buffers  are  necessary  to  maintain  stable  watersheds 
and  aquatic  systems.   Where  grazing  (cattle  use,  in 
particular)  is  present,  nest-parasitism  and  other  activity 
of  the  introduced  brown-headed  cowbird  increases  within 
the  riparian  zone  as  adjacent  areas  are  "opened  up" .   We 
believe  the  300-foot  buffer  is  fully  necessary  to  maintain 
the  integrity  of  the  riparian  system  in  question. 

b.    Bank  protection  and  soil  alteration  rating  criteria  should 
be  displayed  in  the  RMP.   For  streams  containing 
Threatened  (T)  and  Endangered  (E)  species,  based  upon 
information  currently  available,  it  appears  that  a  maximum 
alteration  rating  not  to  exceed  10  percent  should  apply  to 
all  stream  reaches  regardless  of  bank  protection  rating. 
Furthermore,  we  believe  an  alteration  rating  of  20  percent 
should  apply  for  all  other  streams  regardless  of  bank 
protection  rating. 

c.  The  decision  that  "Average  allotment  wide  utilization  will 
not  exceed  60  percent.   Utilization  that  exceeds  this 
level  for  a  five-year  period  will  require  a  use 
adjustment."  should  be  modified  by  changing  the  second 
sentence  to  read:   "Utilization  that  exceeds  this  level 
shall  trigger  use  adjustments  to  eliminate  the  excess 
utilization  the  following  year". 

d.  We  support  the  30  percent  limit  on  use  of  bitterbrush  by 
livestock.   However,  unless  the  foregoing  recommendation 
is  incorporated,  the  usefulness  of  this  standard  will  be 
diminished  by  allowing  overutilization  to  continue  for 
five  years  before  a  use  adjustment  is  required.   If  this 
standard  is  to  prevent  overutilization  of  bitterbrush  by 
livestock,  we  believe  that  some  measure  such  as  the 
foregoing  one  must  be  implemented  the  following  year  or 
the  situation  will-be  a  recurring  one. 

Page  50,  Alternative  4,  Decisions.   We  would  strongly  support 
the  decision  regarding  maintenance  of  instream  flows  with 
addition  of  the  following  (underlined)  statements,  but  would 
object  to  the  decision  if  they  are  not  included:   "Maintain 
95  percent  of  the  previous  10  year  mean  monthly  stream  flow, 
or  95  percent  of  existing  flow,  whichever  is  greater,  for  all 
area  streams,  subject  to  valid  existing  rights"  and  "No 
decision  to  approve  any  project  resulting  in  reduced 
streamflow  shall  be  made  without  first  demonstrating  that  the 
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existing  stream-associated  uses  will  not  be  adversely 
affected" ■   These  recommended  changes  are  crucial  to  the 
maintenance  of  adequate  habitat  for  aquatic  resources  and 
riparian  values.   Without  them  the  stream-associated  values 
could  inadvertently  be  degraded  in  step-wise  progression,  each 
minor  in  itself,  until  the  resource  is  gone. 
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Due  to  widely  fluctuating  instream  flows  within  the  RA,  the 
unconditional  application  of  10  year  mean  monthly  flows  could 
result  in  the  diversion  of  an  environmentally  damaging  amount 
of  water  during  periods  of  extremely  low  flow. 

11.  Pages  59  and  61,  Bridgeport  Valley  HA,  Alternatives  3  and  4. 
Stream  reaches  proposed  for  withdrawal  from  locatable  mineral 
exploration  and  development  should  include  a  one-mile-wide 
buffer  on  either  side  of  the  stream. 

12.  Page  60,  Bridgeport  Valley  MA,  Alternative  4,  Management 
Theme.   This  should  be  modified  to  the  following:   "Emphasize 
scenic,  recreation,  cultural,  and  wildlife  while  accommodating 
some  socio-economic  demands  in  the  vicinity  of  Bridgeport." 
Emphasis  should  not  be  placed  only  on  areas  in  Virginia  and 
Dog  creeks. 

13.  Pages  60  and  61,  Bridgeport  Valley  MA,  Alternatives  3  and  4. 

a.  Travertine  Hot  Springs  Area  of  Critical  Ecological  Concern 
(ACEC)  decision  regarding  mineral  withdrawals  should  be 
expanded  to  include  saleable  minerals.   Mining  of 
travertine  deposits  has  already  disrupted  unique  wildlife 
habitats.   Further  mining  activities  could  disrupt 
habitats  occupied  by  unique  wildlife  such  as  the 
travertine  diving  beetle,  a  candidate  for  listing  under 
the  Federal  Endangered  Species  Act. 

b.  A  decision  should  be  added  to  "Involve  the  BLM  in  lake 
level  determinations  for  Bridgeport  Reservoir  in  order  to 
optimize  fish,  wildlife,  and  recreational  potential". 

14.  Pages  63  and  65,  Bodie  Hills  MA,  Alternatives  3  and  4, 
Decisions. 

a.  Specific  improvements  to  stabilize  and  restore  selected 
stream  channels  should  include  the  following:   "Stabilize 
streambanks  by  utilizing  structural  and  nonstructural 
methods  where  appropriateT" 

b.  Add  Rattlesnake  Gulch  to  the  list  of  stream  channels  to  be 
stabilized  or  restored . 

15.  Page  69,  Granite  Mountain  MA,  Alternative  4,  Decisions.  The 
decision  "No  net  increase  in  roads  over  mileage  provided  for 
in  OHV  studies"  should  be  added  as  stated  in  Alternative  3. 

16.  Page  73,  Long  Valley  MA,  Alternative  4,  Management  Theme.   Add 
the  sentence  "Recreational  use  and  geothermal  development  are 
secondary  to  wildlife"  as  stated  in  Alternative  3.   The  Long 
Valley  area  already  has  experienced  significant  adverse 
impacts  from  geothermal  and  recreational  development. 
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The  habitats  are  of  a  unique  nature  and  contain  species  such 
as  the  Owens  dace,  the  Great  Basin  springsnail  and  other 
animals  and  plants  of  special  concern. 

17.  Page  73,  Long  Valley  MA,  Alternative  4,  Decisions. 

a.  Item  No.  3.   Add  the  underlined  phrase  to  the  following 
sentence:   "Provide  for  recreational  hot  spring  use  while 
mitigating  impacts  to  threatened  and  endangered,  unique 
species,  and  species  of  special  concern,  riparian  areas, 
and  wet  meadows." 

b.  Add  the  decision  "Develop  habitat  for  Owens  dace  and  Owens 
tui  chub. " 

c.  Add  the  decision  "Yearlong  protection  for  Great  Basin 
springsnail. " 

18.  Page  76,  Benton  MA,  Alternative  4,  Decision  Item  No.  2.   The 
DFG  has  concerns  regarding  the  proposed  disposal  of  more  than 
5,000  acres  for  agricultural  and  residential  expansion  in  this 
area.   Surface  waters  and  water  surfacing  from  groundwaters 
are  so  limited  here  that  they,  are  crucial  resources  for  fish 
and  wildlife.   Also,  the  very  nature  of  the  intended  use  could 
result  in  significant  adverse  impacts  to  wildlife. 

19.  Page  81,  Owens  Valley  MA,  Alternative  4,  Decisions.   Our 
concerns  for  the  disposal  of  over  2,400  acres  are  the  same  as 
identified  above  for  the  Benton  MA  proposed  land  disposal. 
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Pages  80  and  82,  Owens  Valley  MA,  Alternatives  3  and  4, 
Decisions.   There  is  also  the  potential  for  occurrence  of 
least  Bell's  vireo,  a  state-  and  Federally-listed  Endangered 
Species,  and  western  yellow-billed  cuckoo,  a  State  Endangered 
Species,  on  BLM  land  within  this  management  area.   These 
species  should  be  identified  in  this  section.   "Support  Needs" 
for  these  species  should  include  surveys  to  determine 
suitability  of  existing  habitat  and  nesting  surveys. 

Page  86,  South  Inyo  MA,  Alternative  4,  Decisions.   We  support 
the  seasonal  protection  of  prairie  falcon  nesting  habitat  in 
Long  John  Canyon.   However,  the  RMP  should  state  how  much  area 
is  included  within  the  area  afforded  protection.   The  RMP  also 
should  state  that  the  same  level  of  protection  will  be  applied 
to  any  additional  nesting  sites  located  in  the  future. 


Pages  85  and  86, 
Decisions. 


South  Inyo  MA,  Alternatives  3  and  4, 
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and  other  significant  species.   We  believe  the 
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b.   The  DFG  is  pleased  to  see  a  standard  for  enhancement  of 
mule  deer  and  quail  habitat  by  development  of  water 
sources  in  the  Inyo  Mountains.   We  also  note  that  a 
significant  portion  of  the  Inyo  Mountains  is  designated  as 
a  Wilderness  Study  Area  (WSA) .   We  are  concerned  that 
designation  of  the  Inyo  Mountains  as  a  WSA,  and 
eventually,  as  wilderness,  could  preclude  development  of 
water  for  wildlife  within  the  area.   We  would  like  to 
request  a  copy  of  the  Interim  Management  Guidelines  for 
managing  the  area  as  a  WSA,  and  also  for  management  of  the 
area  as  wilderness. 

23.  Pages  88  and  89,  Owens  Lake  MA,  Alternatives  3  and  4 
Decisions.  4 

a.  Owens  Valley  vole  should  be  included  on  the  list  of 
species  for  which  habitat  will  be  protected  and  enhanced. 

b.  We  support  the  acquisition  of  habitat  for  snowy  plover. 

24.  Pages  88  and  89,  Owens  Lake  MA,  Alternatives  3  and  4,  Support 
Needs.   We  strongly  support  the  livestock  exclosures  on  Ash, 
Cartago,  Cottonwood,  and  Braley  creeks. 


Page  89,  Transmiss 
the  proposed  alter 
impact  analysis  on 
Soldier  Canyon,  fa 
additional  raptor 
Species  of  Special 
potentially  subjec 
identified  level  o 
and  ferruginous  ha 
to  golden  eagles  a 
nest  site  for  ospr 
eagles . 


ion  Corridor.   We  cannot  concur  with  any  of 
natives  for  a  transmission  corridor.   The 

page  209  for  the  proposed  alternative, 
ils  to  identify  impacts  to  at  least  two 
species,  golden  eagles  and  osprey  (both 

Concern),  both  of  which  would  be 
t  to  electrocution  or  other  mortality.   The 
f  impacts  to  bald  eagles  (20  mortalities) 
wks  (5-10  mortalities)  could  also  be  applied 
nd  osprey.   Tinemaha  Reservoir  contains  a 
ey,  and  supports  a  few  wintering  bald 


154-38 


(54-39 


The  negative  impacts  to  tule  elk  calving  habitat  are  not 
consistent  with  the  recommendations  made  in  the  Owens  Valley 
Tule  Elk  Habitat  Management  Plan  signed  by  the  BLM  in  1986.   A 
specific  recommendation  for  the  Tinemaha  herd  states  "The 
entire  herd  area  will  be  closed  to  off-road  vehicular  travel". 
This  recommendation  recognizes  the  critical  nature  of  calving 
areas  and  other  seasonal  habitats.   Construction  related 
disturbances  and  establishment  of  maintenance  roads  into  an 
unroaded  area  will  hamper  the  ability  to  prevent  off-road 
vehicle  traffic. 

The  need  to  establish  a  utility  corridor  within  the  Owens 
Valley  is  also  questionable.   Based  on  the  need  analysis  on 
page  273  of  the  RMP,  the  primary  impetus  for  establishing  a 
corridor  within  the  Owens  Valley  is  economic.   Longer 
transmission  paths,  if  sited  correctly,  do  not  necessarily 
translate  into  greater  environmental  impacts.   The  three 
alternatives  presented  in  the  RMP  all  have  substantial 
environmental  impacts  associated  with  them.   The  proposed 
Soldier  Canyon  corridor  has  an  eastern  boundary  abutting  Deep 
Springs  Valley  which  contains  several  sensitive  or  listed 
species.   Thus  far,  there  has  been  an  incomplete  analysis  of 
the  adverse  impacts  associated  with  the  required  continuation 
of  that  corridor  on  these  species. 

Due  to  these  concerns,  we  believe  that  the  transmission 
corridor  should  be  removed  completely  from  the  RMP  and 
analyzed  in  a  separate  DEIS.   That  DEIS  also  should  evaluate 
all  other  potential  routes  outside  of  the  Owens  Valley. 
Retention  of  the  transmission  corridor  within  this  RMP  assumes 
that  the  corridor  must  go  through  the  Owens  Valley  and 
precludes  analysis  of  other  less  environmentally  damaging 
alternatives  outside  of  the  Owens  Valley  as  identified  in  the 
No  Action,  No  East-West  Corridor  Alternative  discussion  on  RMP 
page  206.   In  addition,  the  BLM  corridor  study  did  not 
incorporate  an  assessment  of  impacts  on  adjacent  land  uses  and 
resources.   The  least  environmentally  damaging  project 
alternative  within  this  RA  may  be  completely  unacceptable  to 
adjacent  land  agencies  thereby  resulting  in  a  "dead  end" 
proposal . 
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The  fact  that  suspended  sediment  criteria  for  coldwater 
aquatic  life  are  regularly  exceeded  is  not  acceptable. 
Because  the  most  likely  cause  of  identified  water  quality 
problems  may  be  present  range  management  practices,  we  believe 
that  every  effort  should  be  made-  to  correct  the  deficiencies 
apparently  existing  in  earlier  Management  Framework  Plans 
(MFPs)  which  direct  current  grazing  management.   The  DFG 
believes  that  such  impacts  to  water  quality  are  significant 
and  should  not  be  eliminated  from  analysis  in  the  RHP.   We 
believe  the  identified  problems  could  be  resolved,  or  at  least 
partially  eliminated,  by  the  adoption  of  management  for  DPCs, 
and  our  suggested  AMGs  and  SOPs. 

28.  Page  133,  Table  3-4.   Add  Little  Alkali  Lake  Creek  to  the  list 
of  Long  Valley  Area  streams  containing  Owens  dace. 

29.  Page  134,  last  paragraph.   Consider  our  comment  No.  27  above 
pertaining  to  stream  habitat  quality  apply.   In  addition,  data 
indicating  trends  for  riparian  vegetation  should  be  included 
if  available.   Livestock  grazing  is  identified  as  the  primary 
influence  degrading  stream  riparian  habitat  conditions.  "  The 
DFG  believes  that  adoption  of  management  for  DPCs,  and  our 
suggested  AMGs  and  SOPs  would  serve  to  correct  identified 
problems . 

30.  Page  135,  Spring  Associated  Wetlands.   The  identified  adverse 
impacts  resulting  from  livestock  grazing  could  be  improved  by 
adoption  of  management  for  DPCs,  and  our  suggested  AHGs  and 
SOPs. 

31.  Page  143,  Livestock  Grazing.   The  statements  pertaining  to 
current  livestock  grazing  practices,  which  have  resulted  in 
unsatisfactory  condition  in  stream/riparian  zones,  springs, 
wetlands,  and  aspen  groves,  reinforces  our  recognition  .of  the 
inadequacy  of  present  range  management  under  existing  HFP 
direction,  and  the  need  for  substantive  changes  directed  by 
management  for  DPCs,  and  suggested  AHGs  and  SOPs. 
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We  also  believe  the  statement  should 
"...development  or  revision  of  10  AH 
range  improvements  have  improved  liv 
causing  a  subsequent  improvement  in 
condition  and  wildlife  habitat".   A 
which  this  applies  should  be  include 
section,  or  Appendix  5,  should  also 
the  RA's  overall  grazing  monitoring 
implemented  during  the  past  10  years 
and  vegetative  monitoring  data  colle 
10  years  for  all  grazing  allotments 
Benton-Owens  Valley  HFPs. 


be  substantiated  that 
Ps  and  construction  of  new 
estock  distribution 
ecological  vegetation 
listing  of  the  10  AHPs  for 
d  in  this  section.   This 
contain  a  description  of 
program,  how  it  has  been 

and  a  summary  of  grazing 
cted  over  the  past 
in  the  Bodie-Coleville  and 


32.  Page  145,  Bridgeport  Valley,  paragraph  3.   The  descriptions 
regarding  BLH  lands  immediately  adjacent  to  Bridgeport 
Reservoir  should  include  descriptions  of  previous  and  existing 
reservoir  water  level  and  water  quality  problems  having 
adversely  affected  fish,  wildlife,  and  recreational  resources 
on  those  lands.   It  should  also  include  the  need  for  a  minimum 
pool  requirement  to  protect  these  values. 

33.  Page  157,  paragraph  4.   The  identified  tenuous  situation  of 
the  Owens  speckled  dace  and  Great  Basin  springsnail 
populations  reinforces  our  concerns  regarding  the  cumulative 
impacts  of  land  disposals  in  the  Benton  area,  particularly 
with  respect  to  water  resources. 

34.  Page  159,  paragraph  3.   Adverse  impacts  of  City  of  Los  Angeles 
water  spreading  activities  on  the  fishery  resources  within  the 
Owens  Valley  MA  within  or  adjacent  to  BLH  lands  should  be 
addressed.   The  information  displayed  should  include  the 
amounts  and  seasons  of  diversions,  locations  of  diversion 
points,  and  existing  rights-of-way  which  authorize  the  use  and 
occupancy  of  BLM  lands  for  such  purpose.   In  addition,  any 
water  rights  which  authorize  such  diversions  should  be 
identified.   The  DFG  has  concerns  that  unscreened  diversions 
are  entraining  large  numbers  of  resident  trout  which  are  then 
lost  in  spreading  areas  on  the  alluvial  fans.   These  streams 
all  have  significant  recreational  fisheries  which  have  a 
greater  wild  trout  component  than  the  hatchery  catchable  trout 
component.   We  believe  it  imperative  that  the  reproducing  wild 
trout  population  be  protected  from  unscreened  diversions  and 
other  associated  impacts. 

35.  Page  169,  Soldier  Canyon  Alternative  Corridor  Area.   See 
comment  No.  25  pertaining  to  potential  unidentified  impacts  to 
Deep  Springs  Valley  resources. 

36.  Page  175,  Assumption  No.  6.   Prudent  planning  in  the  RA  needs 
to  include  the  likelihood  of  drought.   Therefore,  the 
assumptions  should  acknowledge  a  high  probability  for  extended 
dry  periods. 
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Management  decisions  should  include  specific  consideration  for 
how  to  protect  fish  and  wildlife  resource  during  the  most 
adverse  hydrologic  conditions. 

37.  Pages  176-177,  Impacts  to  Water  Quality.   The  discussion  on 
RMP  page  149  paragraphs  4-6  suggests  that  potential  water 
quality  impacts  described  in  alternatives  1  and  2   are  not 
minimal.   We  believe  these  impacts  are  clearly  significant  and 
mitigation  for  them  should  be  incorporated  into  alternatives  3 
and  4  by  inclusion  of  management  for  DPCs  and  improved  AMGs 
and  SOPs. 

38.  Page  195,  Impacts  on  Riparian  and  Fisheries  Habitat, 
Alternatives  3  and  4.   Both  alternatives  currently  identify 
continuing  habitat  degradation  due  to  problems  including 
livestock  grazing.   This  appears  to  substantiate  that  current 
grazing  practices  do  not  meet  fish  and  riparian  objectives. 
Continuation  of  the  practices  which  result  in  such  adverse 
impacts  should  be  unacceptable.   We  recommend  that  this 
situation  be  remedied  by  management  for  DPCs  and  improved  AMGs 
and  SOPs. 

39.  Page  197s  to  199,  All  Alternatives.   As  mining  development 
154-4*1       could  have  significant  impacts  to  fish  and  wildlife  resources, 

and  since  economics  is  such  an  integral  part  of  the  process 
regarding  decisions  to  mine  the  public's  resources,  we  believe 
the  economic  analysis  supporting  the  conclusions  regarding 
increase  in  Mono  County's  tax  base  should  be  disclosed  for 
public  review. 

40.  Pages  201  and  202,  Impact  on  Livestock  Grazing,  Alternatives  3 
\S4~5D  and  4-   As  livestock  grazing  has  been  identified  as  having 

substantial  adverse  impacts  to  fish,  wildlife,  and  riparian 
resources,  and  since  economics  is  such  an  integral  part  of  the 
decision-making  process  regarding  the  range  resource,  we 
believe  the  economic  analysis  supporting  the  conclusions  that 
"impacts  on  livestock  grazing  both  regionally  and  on  the  BLM 
land  would  be  highly  negative,  with  direct  impacts  to  19 
permittees"  should  be  fully  disclosed. 

41.  Page  239,  Appendix  1,  Desired  Plant  Community  Definitions.   We 
154-51       strongly  support  the  adoption  of  management  utilizing  DPCs  as 

the  best  means  identified  in  the  RMP  to  correct  identified 
degraded  fish,  wildlife,  and  riparian  habitats  resulting  from 
livestock  grazing.   The  DFG  believes  these  existing  DPC 
definitions  should  be  adopted  without  modification.   An 
additional  DPC  is  required  however,  to  improve  the  management 
of  aquatic  habitats. 

We  recommend  the  following  DPC  be  added:   "Desired  Plant 
Community  for  Aquatic  Vegetation  in  streams  and  springs  within 
All  Management  Areas. 
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Desired  Plant  Community  for  aquatic  vegetation  in  streams  and 
springs:   The  goal  of  the  DPC  is  to  optimize  the  abundance  and 
diversity  of  rooted  and  nonrooted  aquatic  vegetation  within 
aquatic  habitats  by  maintaining  a  vegetative  component  which 
reflects  100  percent  of  the  habitat  capability. 

Additional  goals  are  improvement  of  instream  cover  and 
substrates  for  fish  and  invertebrate  populations.   This  DPC 
will  require  the  maintenance  of  adequate  water  quantity  and 
quality  to  support  selected  plant  species.   The  vegetation  of 
management  interest  is  composed  mostly  of  species  in  the 
following  genera:   Nasturtium  (water  cress),  Ranunculus 
(buttercup),  Myriophyllum  (milfoil),  Potamogeton  (pondweed), 
Carex  (  sedge ) ,  Lemna  ( duckweed ) ,  Azolla  (water  velvet),  Juncus 
( rush) ,  Elodea  (waterweed) ,  and  the  algae  Chara  ( stonewort) . 
Restore  or  retain  the  natural  vegetation  complex  in  a  late 
serai  or  potential  natural  community  condition." 

42.  Page  246,  Table  1,  Noneligible  River  Segments.   We  request 
that  the  noneligibility  of  Mill  Creek  in  the  Coleville  MA  be 
substantiated.   Our  knowledge  of  the  stream  reach  suggests 
that  it  may  be  eligible. 

43.  Page  269,  Standard  Operating  Procedures.   We  believe  the 
following  SOPs  should  be  included.   Due  to  the  number  (70)  of 
these  recommended  additions,  it  is  suggested  that  SOPs 
ultimately  be  categorized  into  discrete  sections,  such  as; 
Fish,  Fire  Protection,  Range,  Riparian  Areas,  Watershed,  and 
Wildlife  in  order  to  facilitate  referencing  and 
implementation: 

1.  In  crucial  wildlife  habitat  (winter  ranges, 
fawning/calving  areas,  strutting  grounds,  etc.), 
construction  work  on  projects  will  be  scheduled  during 
seasons  when  the  animals  are  not  concentrated  to  avoid  or 
minimize  disturbances. 

2.  In  pronghorn  use  areas,  all  fence  construction  or 
modification  will  meet  construction  specifications  as  per 
the  BLM  Manual. 

3.  Design  range,  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  improvement 
projects  and/or  silvicultural  prescriptions  to  maintain  or 
enhance  riparian  area  dependent  resources. 

4.  Use  fencing  for  protection  of  riparian  areas  only  where  no 
other  viable  alternative  exists.   Areas  that  consistently 
show  riparian  resource  damage  or  abuse  shall  qualify  for 
fencing. 

5.  Limit  wildfire  control  and  rehabilitation  methods  that  may 
adversely  impact  riparian  zones. 
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Avoid  dozer  lines  within  riparian  zones  or  dozer  lines 
running  parallel  to  stream  courses  within  150  feet  of 
riparian  zones.   Do  not  remove  shrub  skeletons  within 
riparian  zones  except  where  absolutely  necessary  to  ensure 
suppression.   Give  priority  to  rehabilitation  of  dozer 
lines  within  150  feet  of  riparian  zones. 

6.  Include  deer  forage  requirements  (five  pounds  per  deer 
day)  in  the  allocation  of  livestock  forage. 

7.  Conduct  annual  utilization  checks  during  the  grazing 
period  on  selected  meadows  and  key  wildlife  habitats  in 
grazing  areas. 

8.  Implement,  in  coordination  with  the  US  Forest  Service  and 
DFG,  the  Pacific  Coast  American  Peregrine  Falcon  Recovery 
Plan  prepared  by  the  USFWS. 

9.  Implement  the  Pacific  States  Bald  Eagle  Recovery  Plan. 

10.   A  Plan  of  Operation  filed  pursuant  to  43  CFR  3809  shall  be 
required  for  all  mining  operations  within  an  ACEC  so  as  to 
prevent  unnecessary  or  undue  degradation.   Also,  all 
mining  activities  in  WSAs,  South  Tableland,  or  Alabama 
Hills  shall  obtain  a  Plan  of  Operation  so  filed. 

12.  Special  stipulations  shall  be  written  to  apply  the 
regulations  contained  in  43  CFR  3809  to  individual  mining 
claim  development  projects  that  disturb  five  or  more  acres 
on  BLN  administered  lands. 

13.  Protective  stipulations  shall  be  applied  to  all  mineral 
and  geothermal  activities  in  areas  under  wilderness 
review. 

14.  All  waterways  determined  as  eligible  for  study  pursuant  to 
the  Wild  and  Scenic  River  system  shall  be  protected  in  a 
manner  that  maintains  the  existing  water  flow  and  quality, 
in  addition  to  protection  of  the  riparian  zone,  and  any 
other  values  supporting  the  waterway's  eligibility. 

15.  Any  mines  proposed  for  closure  during  mineral  development 
or  exploration  should  be  surveyed  for  use  by  wildlife, 
particularly  bats.   If  bats  are  present,  mines  should  be 
gated  in  accordance  with  BLM  Instruction  Memo  CA-90-326. 
Other  wildlife  species  potentially  inhabiting  mines,  such 
as  owls,  raptors,  ringtail  cats,  etc.,  should  also  be 
considered  when  designing  gates  for  mines.   Sealing  of 
mines  should  not  be  done  during  the  winter  or  maternity 
period  unless  surveys  have  determined  there  is  no  use,  or 
potential  for  use,  by  bats. 
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If  sealing  of  known  hibernacula  or  maternity  roosts  must 
occur,  rather  than  gating,  it  should  be  done  only  in  the 
early  spring  or  the  early  fall  so  as  not  to  trap  and 
destroy  any  hibernating  or  lactating  bats  within  the  mine. 

16.  Consistent  with  E.O.  11990  Protection  of  Wetlands,  we 
recommend  that  the  RMP  contain  a  guideline  similar  to  the 
California  Fish  and  Game  Commission's  policy  to  assure  no 
net  loss  of  either  wetland  acreage  or  resource  value. 

17.  Consult  formally  with  the  USFWS  on  any  projects 
potentially  impacting  Federally-listed  endangered  or 
threatened  plant  or  wildlife  species.   The  USFWS  should  be 
consulted  informally  regarding  projects  impacting  proposed 
species  and  species  under  formal  status  review. 

18.  Consult  formally  with  the  DFG  concerning  potential  project 
impacts  on  State-listed  endangered  or  threatened  species 
of  wildlife  or  plants  and  for  consideration  of  proposals 
for  introduction  of  any  nondomestic  or  plants  or  animals 
to  new  areas. 

19.  Conduct  intensive  field  inventories  of  specific  areas 
where  impacts  to  rare  plant  species  may  occur.   Full 
Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA)  protection  will  be  afforded 
to  all  USFWS  species  that  are  formally  listed  or  which  are 
candidates  for  threatened  or  endangered  status.   In 
addition,  California's  listed  species  should  be  afforded 
informal  protection  equivalent  to  full  ESA  protection,  as 
California  prohibits  their  take  without  a  formal. 
State-issued  permit.   Plants  in  the  California  Native 
Plant  Society  list  No.  2  require  special  consideration 
during  any  environmental  assessment  to  aid  in  preventing 
their  placement  on  the  national  or  State  lists. 

20.  Benefit/Cost  analyses  shall  be  performed  on  improvements 
required  to  implement  new  AMPs  and  other  appropriate 
activity  plans  prepared  subsequent  to  the  DEIS. 

21.  Permanent  roads  are  not  to  be  constructed  into  any  project 
sites.   Instead,  existing  access,  off-road  travel,  or 
temporary  roads  which  could  be  rehabilitated  after 
construction  activity  will  be  used. 

22.  The  clearing  of  vegetation  from  project  sites  shall  be 
limited  to  only  the  amount  necessary  to  accomplish  the 
project.   All  disturbed  areas  shall  be  rehabilitated, 
where  such  action  is  practicable,  to  replace  ground  cover 
and  prevent  erosion. 
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Manage  all  stream  reaches  of  essential  habitat  as  depicted 
in  the  Recovery  Plan  for  any  threatened  and  endangered 
fish  to  the  following  guidelines  in  consultation  with  the 
USFWS. 


a.  Prevent  any  activity  from  resulting  in  more  than 

10  percent  degradation  of  the  habitat  within  any  given 
stream  reach.   Demonstration  of  the  results  must  be 
supported  by  a  quantitative  survey  methodology. 

b.  Restore  unstable  or  eroding  stream  banks  to  attain  a 
system  in  which  the  banks  are  no  more  than  10  percent 
unstable  at  any  given  time. 

c.  Retain  vegetation  adjacent  to  perennial  streams  that 
affords  shading  and  bank  stability. 

24.   Manage  all  stream  reaches  of  all  State  designated 

wild  trout  or  catch-and-release  waters  according  to  the 
following: 

a.  Any  activity  that  results  in  trampling  and  chiseling 
should  be  limited  to  no  more  than  10  percent  of  any 
given  stream  reach.   Only  activities  that  are 
water-dependent  may  be  permitted  such  leeway.   A  reach 
is  defined  as  a  continuous  portion  of  a  stream  with 
homogeneous  physical  characteristics. 

b.  Restore  unstable  or  eroding  stream  banks  to  attain  a 
system  in  which  the  banks  are  no  more  than  10  percent 
unstable  at  any  given  time. 

c.  Control  activities  to  enable  streamside  vegetation  to 
provide  a  minimum  of  90  percent  of  the  habitat's 
capability  to  provide  stream  shading  and  cover. 

Manage  all  stream,  reaches  containing  resident  fish 
according  to  the  following: 


ny  activity  that  results  in  trampling  and  chiselinq 
hould  be  limited  to  no  more  than  20  percent  of  any 


Any 
shoi 
given  stream  reach. 


b.   Restore  unstable  or  eroding  stream  banks  to  attain  a 
system  in  which  the  banks  are  no  more  than  20  percent 
unstable  at  any  given  time. 

26.  Design  and  install  stream  crossings  to  accommodate  fish 
passage  wherever  proposed  roads  or  trails  cross  streams 
supporting  active  or  potential  fisheries 
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27.  Maintain  stream  flows  needed  to  support  existing  resident 
fisheries. 

28.  Maintain  water  levels  in  reservoirs  and  natural  lakes  to 
support  fisheries  and  recreational  values. 

29.  Coordinate  with  the  DFG  to  establish  standards  for  viable 
populations.   Proposals  resulting  in  depletion  of  resident 
or  migrating  fish  must  always  be  formally  coordinated  with 
the  DFG  pursuant  to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination 
Act,  and  perhaps  others. 

30.  Manage  grazing  allotments  according  to  a  planned 
management  system. 

31.  Develop  range  Allotment  Management  Plans  before  term 
permits  are  issued.   Incorporate  in  those  plans  provisions 
for  implementing  BMPs  for  range  management. 

32.  Use  individual  grazing  allotment  plans  as  an  instrument  to 
guide  avoidance  of  damage  to  soil,  water  quality,  and  fish 
habitat  and  to  achieve  resolution  of  incompatibilities 
between  livestock  and  known  key  mule  deer  fawning  areas. 
Institute  positive  measures  such  as  delaying  the  grazing 
season  and/or  directing  livestock  away  from  riparian  areas 
by  herding,  salting,  water  developments,  or  fencing. 
Amend  allotment  plans  to  include  adopted  means  of 
resolution  and  needed  mitigation  measures.   If  mitigation 
is  unsuccessful  in  preventing  unacceptable  resource 
damage,  livestock  grazing  will  be  reduced  or  eliminated. 

a.  Develop  a  priority  schedule,  with  an  annual  review  of 
Allotment  Management  Plans  to  be  revised  over  the 
planning  period. 

b.  After  AMPs  are  revised,  they  shall  be  updated  every 
10  years. 

33.  Consider  implementing  the  potential  for  benefit  to 
fisheries,  wildlife,  recreation,  and  watershed  as  well  as 
range  when  designing  range  improvements. 

34.  Assess  impacts  on  riparian  areas  within  permit  boundaries 
during  grazing  permit  reevaluations .   Require  structural 
and/or  nonstructural  measures  to  correct  unacceptable 
deterioration  of  riparian  dependent  resources. 

35.  Graze  meadows  only  when  "range-ready". 

36.  Conduct  annual  utilization  checks  on  selected  meadows  and 
key  wildlife  habitats  in  grazing  areas. 
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Coordinate  with  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  for  administration 
of  shared  grazing  allotments  to  implement  existing  plans. 

Where  feasible,  locate  all  range  improvements  away  from 
travel  corridors,  especially  trails,  fisheries,  and  other 
water-courses. 

Allotment  Management  Plans  shall  display  use,  improvement, 
maintenance,  and  other  management  data. 

Use  criteria  shall  be  established  and  documented  for  each 
unit  of  each  grazing  allotment.   These  criteria  will  be 
developed  through  the  interdisciplinary  team  approach 
using  long-term  trend  studies  and  identified  limiting 
factors.   These  criteria  will  define  permissible  grazing 
levels  to  be  observed  in  the  process.   As  soil  and 
vegetation  are  the  basic  resources  supporting  the  use,  the 
condition  of  these  two  resources  must  be  maintained  or 
improved. 

Return  all  lands  in  declining  watershed  condition  to 
equilibrium. 

Grant  extensions  of  season  of  grazing  use  only  when  this 
does  not  conflict  with  the  AHPs  objectives. 

Give  emphasis  to  riparian-dependent  resources  in  the 
management  of  riparian  areas. 

Protect  streams,  stream  banks,  shorelines,  lakes, 
wetlands,  and  the  plants  and  animals  dependent  on  these 
areas. 

Prevent  significant  adverse  riparian  area  changes  in  water 
temperature,  chemistry,  sedimentation,  and  channel 
blockages. 

Use  AMPs  as  the  vehicle  for  ensuring  protection  of 
riparian  areas  from  unacceptable  impacts  from  grazing. 
Institute  positive  measures  such  as  salting,  herding, 
water  developments,  fencing,  rest  rotation,  deferred 
rotation,  and  other  grazing  systems  to  effect  protection. 
If  measures  are  unsuccessful  in  preventing  unacceptable 
resource  damage  to  the  riparian  habitat,  livestock  grazing 
shall  be  reduced  or  eliminated  in  the  affected  areas. 

Rehabilitate  and/or  fence  riparian  areas  that  consistently 
show  resource  damage  from  any  cause  if  conflicts  cannot  be 
resolved  in  a  manner  to  avoid  such  resource  damage. 
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Allow  new  developments  and  surface  disturbance  in  riparian 
or  aquatic  areas  only  after  on-site  evaluations  have 
determined  that  dependent  resources  are  not  adversely 
affected.   Adverse  riparian  or  aquatic  impacts  should  only 
occur  from  water-dependent,  mandatory  projects  and  they 
should  be  thoroughly  mitigated  through  project  design  and 
implementation  specifications. 

Require  the  following  waterbar  spacing  on  trails  in 
riparian  areas,  unless  specifically  determined  otherwise 
by  on-site  project  evaluations: 

Trail  Gradient  (percent)    Spacing  (feet) 


1-5 

6-10 

11-15 

>15 


200 

150 

100 

50 


50.  Maintain  the  integrity  of  desert  springs  throughout  the 
RA  to  conserve  and  protect  plant  and  wildlife  habitat. 

51.  Recognize  the  important  and  distinctive  values  of  riparian 
areas  when  implementing  management  activities.   Give 
preferential  consideration  to  riparian  dependent  resources 
when  conflicts  among  land  use  activities  occur. 

52.  Give  priority  to  the  rehabilitation  of  riparian  areas  when 
planning  range,  wildlife  habitat,  and  watershed 
improvement  projects. 

53.  Concurrently  with  performance  of  management  activity, 
implement  effective  controls  on  its  induced  accelerated 
soil  erosion,  if  any,  to  prevent  exceeding  natural 
background  levels  within  three  years  after  the  soil 
disturbing  activity  occurs.   At  no  time  should  such 
management  activity  be  permitted  to  induce  turbidity 
levels  beyond  background  levels  in  any  surface  water 
containing  fish  life,  except  under  permit  from  the 
California  Water  Resources  Control  Board. 

54.  Avoid  the  use  of  soil  disturbing  equipment,  off  highway 
vehicle,  and  trampling  by  livestock  on  wet  or  poorly 
drained  soils. 


Use  earth  retaining  structures  or  other  special  methods  as 
needed  on  steep  slopes  or  in  areas  of  instability. 


56.   Conserve  the  surface  mineral  and/or  surface  organic  layer 
of  the  soils  by  minimizing  soil  disturbance  to  maintain 
long-term  productivity. 
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57. 


58. 


65. 


66. 
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Store  topsoil  on-site  in  areas  subject  to  mechanical 
disturbance.   Respread  as  the  top  layer  immediately 
following  project  completion. 

Avoid  land  alterations  that  could  potentially  cause 
significant  soil  erosion  and  loss  of  soil  productivity. 


59.  Stabilize  all  areas  disturbed  by  management  activities  to 
minimize  soil  erosion. 

60.  Apply  BHPs  when  implementing  ground  disturbing  activities 
that  may  reduce  the  productivity  of  the  landbase  or  cause 
surface  erosion  or  mass  wasting,  and  to  meet  water  quality 
objectives  and  maintain  and  improve  the  quality  of  surface 
water  on  the  RA.   Identify  methods  and  techniques  for 
applying  BHPs  during  project  level  environmental  analysis 
and  incorporate  into  the  associated  project  plan  and 
implementation  documents. 

61.  Limit  disturbance  to  no  more  than  five  percent  per  decade 
on  that  portion  of  a  management  area  characterized  by 
steep  slopes,  very  high  erosion  potential,  or  high 
instability. 

62.  Obtain  water  availability  assurances  for  existing  and 
foreseeable  future  nonconsumptive  uses  through  the 
right-of-way  permit  and  the  Federal  Energy  Regulatory 
Commission  "4e  Report"  processes. 

63.  Manage  watersheds  with  the  highest  priority  being 
maintenance  and  protection  of  existing  healthy  watersheds. 
This  should  come  even  ahead  of  rehabilitating  degraded 
systems. 

64.  Require  the  following  waterbar  spacing  on  dozer 
constructed  fire  lines: 


ISH-i 


S^ 


Slope  gradient  (percent) 


1-3 

4-6 

7-9 

10-14 

15-20 

21-40 

41  + 


Spacing  (feet) 

300 
250 
150 

125 
80 

60 

40 


Retain  all  instream  flows  needed  to  maintain  stream 
channel  competence. 

Construction  activities  within  streams  should  avoid 
sedimentation  in  the  aquatic  zone  and  must  comply  with  the 
State's  Fish  and  Game  Code  as  to  notification  and 
incorporation  of  appropriate  measures. 
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67.  Locate  roads  and  trails  on  natural  benches  or  ridges  well 
away  from  stream  courses  and  other  water  bodies  where 
possible.   Avoid  constructing  roads  and  trails  that 
parallel  or  cross  tributaries  to  a  main  stream. 

68.  Use  the  steepest  permissible  pitches  and  grades  for  roads 
and  trails  at  stream  crossings  to  avoid  paralleling  the 
stream.   Design  the  crossing  to  maintain  the  existing 
width:depth:velocity/flow  ratio  of  the  stream. 


69. 


Heavily  armor  the  streambed  both  upstream,  downstream,  and 
at  each  road,  trail,  and  livestock  path  crossing  that  has 
neither  a  bridge  nor  a  culvert.   Give  highest  priority  to 
streams  that  contain  threatened  or  endangered  trout 
species  and  watersheds  that  provide  domestic  water 
supplies.   Such  armoring  should  be  applied  without 
untoward  damage  to  the  aquatic  or  riparian  resources. 

70.   Spacing  of  cross-drains  on  unsurfaced  roads  should  use  the 
following  as  a  guide,  unless  site  conditions  dictate 
otherwise : 

Road  Gradient  (percent)     SPACING  (feet) 


1-3 

4-6 

7-9 

10-14 

15-20 


1200 
700 
400 
250 
120 
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COMMENTS  ON  THE  DRAFT  BISHOP  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 

1416  9th  Street,  12th  Floor 

Sacramento,  CA   95814 

(918)  327-5656 

GENERAL  COMMENTS: 

Overall,  the  direction  taken  by  the  proposed  Bishop  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Craft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (RMP1  is 
very  good.  It  is  clear  that  planning  and  project  development  for 
the  Bishop  Resource  Area  generally  Kill  be  driven  by  protection  for 
natural  resource  values  related  to  tourism,  recreation,  and  hunting 
and  fishing  rather  than  commodity  production  only.  In  particular, 
wildlife  resources  have  been  acknowledged  as  a.  major  issue  and  pro- 
active management  to  improve  wildlife  habitat  ia  an  integral  and 
detailed  part  of  the  RMP. 

The  Department  is  concerned,  however,  that  sensitive  plant 
resources  are  not  giver,  sufficient  detailed  attention  in  the  RMP. 
Wildlife  is  a  major  l3sue  in  the  RMP  and  one  of  the  questions  to 
be  resolved  is  "...what  will  be  done  to  protect  and  enhance  habitat 
of  sensitive/protected  animal  and  plant  species...",  yet  no 
information  is  presented  in  the  RMP  on  trie  current  distribution  and 
status  of  the  5si\3itive  plant  resources  Is  the  planning  area. 
Therefor-?,  no  actions  are  presented  wiywhere  ifi  the  KMP  that  detail 
management  to  protect  or  enhance  any  sensitive  plant  habitat. 
Although  th2  Department  is  n3  eased  that  the  Preferred  Alternative 
(No.  4  1  provides  for  yearlong  protact  iovi  of  sensitive  plant 
habitat,  we  request  nore  pro-active  planning  and  proposed 
roanageinent  actions  to  protect  and  enhance  sensitive  plant 
resources . 

The  Department  is  concerned  that  no  comprehensive  sensitive  plant 
inventory  work  has  been  done  by  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (3LM)  in 
preparation  for  the  development  of  this  RMP.  Although  the  RMP 
staff  have  obviously  used  the  Department's  Natural  Diversity  Data 
Base  (NDDB)  products  and/or  consulted"  with  local  California  Native 
Plant  Society  ( CNPS )  botanists  to  develop  the  sensitive  plant  list 
for  the  planning  area,  without  an  adequate  flori3tic  inventory  of 
the  planning  area  prior  to  developing  the  RMP,  protection  and 
enhancement  actions  for  sensitive  plant3  often  consist  of 
undesirable,  last-minute  mitigation  efforts  for  projects  already 
planned  or  in  progress,  i.e.  it  is  impossible  to  adequately  plan. 
In  addition,  floristic  surveys  for  the  entire  planning  area  would 
give  the  BLM  a  better  understanding  of  the  sensitivity  and  status 
of  each  located  sensitive  plant  population.  Sensitive  plant 
surveys  on  a  project-by-project  basis  tell  little  about  the  status 
of  a  discovered  population  is  relation  to  the  overall  distribution 
of  the  plant.    This  can  lead  tc   inappropriate  protection  or 
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enhancement  actions  (either  too  much  or  too  little)  for  the  plant 
"population  at  the  project  site. 

Throughout  the  RMP  there  are  decisions  proposed  relating  to  the 
acquisition  of  private  land  or  disposal  of  BLM  land  for  various 
reasons.  Most  of  the  land  exchanges  are  relatively  small,  however, 
a  >5,000  acre  disposal  Is  proposed  for  the  Benton  Management  Area 
(MA).  Nowhere  in  the  RMP  could  we  find  a  map  that  adequately 
delineates  the  parcels  to  be  disposed  of  or  exchanged.  The 
Department  requests  that  these  proposed  land  transfers  be  presented 
on  maps  in  the  final  RMP  so  that  we  can  evaluate  thea  In  more 
detail. 

SPECIFIC  COMMENTS 

Pag*  26,  General  Poller,  1.:  The  Department  requests  addition  of 
following  wording  from  FLPMA:  "Management  will  be  on  the 
basis  of  multiple-use  and  sustained  yield"  [Section 
102(a)(7)). 

Page  26,  General  Policy:  The  Department  requests  the  addition  of 
the  following  items  of  general  polioy:  a)  BLM  will 
coordinate  and  consult  with  the  California  Department  of 
Pish  and  Game  with  regard  to  projects  or  research  that 
may  or  would  affect  State  threatened,  endangered,  rare 
or  special  concern  animals  and  plants. 

Page  28,  Area  Manager's  Guidelines,  2.:   The  Department  requests 
that  the  wording  of  this  guideline  be  changed  to: 
"Vegetative  goals  for  wildlife  and  sensitive  plant 
habitat,  watershed  protection  and^  riparian  conditions 
will  be  given  strong  consideration  in  relationship  to 
livestock  forage  needB.  Permittee-desired  practices  will 
be  maintained,  provided  vegetative  goals  and  habitat 
quality  are  met."   These  minor  changes  bring  the  intent 
of  this  guideline  into  conformity  with  the  decisions  and 
rationale  for  the  preferred  alternative  in  the  RMP. 

Page  28,  Area  Manager's  Guidelines,  6.:   The  qualifier  "To  the 

extent  practical,..."  guts  the  good  intentions  of  this 
guideline  and  leaves  it  wide  open  to  interpretation  of 
what  Is  practical.   In  its  current  form  the  guideline  la 
meaningless.   The  Department  request*  that  the  wording 
here  be  changed  to  read:  "Riparian  areas  will  be 
maintained,  restored  or  improved," 

Page  27,  Area  Manager's  Guidelines,:   The  Department  requests  that 
an  additional  guideline  be  added:   "Activities  or 
projects  that  will  destroy  or  degrade  sensitive  plant 
habitat  will  not  be  allowed." 

Page  30,  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern:   Although  FLPHA 
direct*  that  BLM  give  priority  to  identification  and 
designation  of  ACECs  during  land  managaent  planning  and 
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the   RMP   proposes   five   new   ACECn,   there   is   scant 
information  presented  in  either  the  RMP  or  the  EIS  about 
the  areas  considered  for  ACEC  designation,  the  natural 
values  or  hazards  each  has,  and  the  rationale  for 
proposing  areas  as  AGECs. 

BLM  ACEC  designations  are  an  important  component  of  a 
statewide  natural  area  network  being  coordinated  by  the 
Interagency  Natural  Areas  Coordinating  Committee  (INACC). 
Providing  ACEC  information  only  through  documents  in  the 
Bishop  RA  office  ia  not  convenient  for  reviewers  in  other 
parts  of  the  State.  Summary  information  should  be 
presented  which  allows  readers  to  evaluate  the  ACEC 
identification  and  selection  process  and  determine  what 
important  resources  are  present  that  will  be  protected. 

Page  36,  Table  2-1,  Area-Wide  Summary  of  Decisions:  The  Department 
requests  that  sensitive  plant  habitat  be  listed  under  the 
yearlong  protection  item  in  the  Wildlife  Section  of  the 
Proposed  Action  (Preferred  Alternative  #4). 

Pages  48-61,  Area-Wide  Alternative  4:  Preferred  Alternative:   The 

decisions  here  are  generally  very  good,  including  the 
decision  to  protect  sensitive  plant  habitats  year  round. 
The  wording  is  generally  active  and  unqualified,  leaving 
little  question  about  the  intent  of  the  decisions. 

The  Department  requests  that  the  following  decision  be 
added:       "Monitor    populations    and   habitat    of 
sensitive  plants  on  an  annual  or  semi-annual  basis  to 

determine  long-ters  trande  in  nuabars  of  individuals  and 
quality  of  habitat." 

Pages  B8-57,  Coleville  HA  -  Alternative  4:  Proposed  Action:   The 

management  th&me,  decisions  and  rationale  all  seem  to 
emphasize  wildlife  and  sensitive  plant  resource 
protection  and  enhancement .  On  page  93,  in  Table  2-2, 
it  is  mentioned  that  10X  of  the  riparian  area  will  suffer 
from  decreased  habitat  quality  due  to  trail  construction 
along  Slinkard  Creek  Tributary  1  and  there  may  be  a  lose 
of  up  to  18%  of  riparian  vegetation  due  to  a  6%  stream/ 
spring  flow  diversion.  The  Department  requests  that  any 
impacts  to  riparian  habitats  from  proposed  projects  be 
avoided  if  at  all  possible. 

The  Department  requests  that  more  information  about  the 
proposed  Slinkard  ACEC  be  presented  in  the  RMP.  How  does 
the  ACEC  relate  to  the  Department's  lands  in  Slinkard 
Valley?  Will  an  MOU  and  coordinated  management  plan  be 
developed  between  the  Toiyabe  National  Forest,  BLM  and 
Department  ao  that  the  lands  in  Slinkard  Valley  can  be 
managed  on  a  landscape  level  as  a  natural  area  for 
recreation  use  rather  than  have  three  separate  agencies 
with  three  different  land  management  plans  for  the  area? 
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Pages  60-62,  Bridgeport  MA  -  Alternative  4:  Proposed  Action: 

Travertine  Hot  Springs  (MNO-017)  is  recognized  by  the 
Department  as  a  Significant  Natural  Area.  We  are 
therefore  supportive  of  BLM's  decision  to  retain 
Travertine  Hot  Springs  as  an  ACEC  and  to  develop  an 
activity  plan  (management  plan?)  which  will  address  the 
needs  of  the  sensitive  species  of  plants  and  animals  in 
and  around  the  area.  The  Department  is  also  supportive 
of  the  locatable  mineral  vithdrawlti  proposed  for  several 
areas  within  the  MA,  particularly  Travertine  Hot  Springs 
ACEC . 

Pages  64-67,  Bodle  Hills  MA  -  Alternative  4:  Proposed  Action: 

This  MA  contains  three  Significant  Natural  Areas  or 
portions  thereof:  Mormon  Meadow  (MNO-009),  Beauty  Peak 
(MNO-015),  and  Masonic  Mountain  (MNO-024).  In  addition, 
populations  of  several  rare  plants  occur  scattered 
throughout  the  MA,  including  Eriogonum  beatlevae.  a 
species  not  mentioned  in  Appendix  6.  The  travertine 
band-thigh  diving  beetle  (Hygrotus  fontlnalis)  is  also 
known  from  a  collection  along  Clearwater  Creek,  6  miles 
south  of  Travertine  Hot  Springs.  Mining  and  livestock 
grazing  can  be  detrimental  to  populations  of  these 
species  if  it  is  not  carefully  managed  and  monitored. 

The  Department,  requests  that  the  Management  Theme  for 
this  MA  be  amme.ided :  "Manage  to  improve  wildlife 
habitat,  enhance  recreation  opportunities,  and  protect 
senaitive  species  and  scenic  *nd  historical  values." 

The  Department  requests  that  the  following  decision  be 
ammended:  "Vphicle  routes  impacting  important  mule  deer 
and  sage  grouae  concentration  areas  and  sensitive  plant 
habitat  will  be  closed..." 

Stabilization  and  restoration  of  selected  stream  channels 

to  improve  aquatic  habitat,  quality  and  introduction  of 

game  fish  should  proceed  only  after  Clearwater  Creek  and 

IV^Z*^*  surv<Jyed  for  fche  presence  of  travertine  band- 
thigh  diving  beetles. 

The  Department  ie  concerned  that  conversion  from  cattle 
to  sheep  grazing  on  all  allotments  could  be  detrimental 
to  the  populations  of  sensitive  and  State-listed  plants 
occurring  in  the  Significant  Natural  Areas  and  throughout 
the  MA.  We  encourage  BLM  to  assess  the  impacts  of  cattle 
versus  sheep  grazing  on  these  sensitive  plant  populations 
(by  conducting  some  replicated  experiments  in  a  pilot 
regimes?    Pri°r  '*  encourilgin8  the  changing  of  graeing 

Pages  69-71,  ^nlt.  Mountain  MA  -  Alternative  4:  Proposed  Aetion: 
This   MA   contains   several   scattered   populations   of 
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Astragalus  pseudiodanthus .  a  federal  category  3C 
sensitive  plant  and  a  portion  of  the  Mono  Pumice  Flata 
(MNO-0131  Significant  Natural  Area. 

BLM  status  reports  on  file  at  the  NDDB  document  the 
negative  impacts  to  A3tragaluB  'jseudiodanthus  populations 
from  livestock  grazing,  particularly  fence  trailingi  soil 
disturbance  and  trampling.  The  Department  requests  that 
the  Management  Theme  for  this  MA  be  autmended  to  include 
habitat  protection  for  sensitive  plants  in  addition  to 
wildlife. 

Mono  pumice  flata  are  a  distinct  and  globally  endangered 
natural  community.  They  are  found  only  in  Mono  County, 
California  and  occur  primarily  on  U.S.  Forest  Service 
land.  These  pumice  flats  and  their  associated  flora  are 
considered  by  the  Department  to  be  a  Significant  Natural 
Area  (SNA).  The  Granite  Mountain  MA  contains  the 
northern  portion  of  this  SNA  which  also  includes 
populations  of  two  sensitive  plant  species,  Astragalus 
monoenais  and  Impir.ua  dursnii.  The  Department  requests 
that  yearlong  protection  for  this  SNA  be  added  to  the 
decisions  section  for  thia  MA. 

Pages  73-74,  Long  Valley  MA  -  Alternative  4:    Proposed  Action! 

BLM  lands  in  the  northern  portion  of  the  MA  make  up  much 
of  the  Lor.g  Valley  SNA  (MNO-008).  Most  of  the  sensitive 
species  locations  which  are  included  in  the  SNA  are  for 
the  three  sensitive  plants  mentioned  in  the  Long  Valley 
MA  description  (pages  153-1F4),  however  Owens  tui  chub, 
Owens  Speckled  dace  and  Travertine  band-thigh  diving 
beetle  papulations  are  included. 

The  DepartiisTit  believes  that  the  statement  that  the  MA's 
sensitive  plant  populations  are  " jtatic"  (page  153)  is 
an  assumption.  Rec-jrda  on  file  at  the  NDDB  Indicate  that 
many  of  the  sensitive  plant  populations  on  BLM  land  have 
not  be  monitored  sinew  the  early  1980' a.  Since  livestock 
grazing,  mining  and  road  construction  are  all  activities 
that  are  known  to  iupact  these  sensitive  plant  species, , 
the  Department  requests  that  the  following  decision  be 
added:  "Monitor,  on  an  annual  or  semi-annual  basis,  the 
populations  of  sensitive  animal  and  plant  species  known 
to  occur  on  the  BLM  portion  of  the  Long  Valley  SNA." 

Pages  78-78,  Benton  MA  -  Alternative  4:  Proposed  Action: 

The  Department  requests  that  a  map  be  presented  that 
adequately  delineates  the  >5,000  acres  proposed  for 
disposal . 

The  Department  is  supportive  of  the  decision  to  retain 
the  Fish  Slough  ACEC  designation  and  provide  yearlong 
protection  of  the  area.  In  addition  to  being  and  ACEC 
and  National  Natural  Landmark,  the  Fish  Slough  area  is 
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a  SNA  (MNO-001).  In  addition  to  habitat  for  many  aquatic 
species,  the  Fish  3]ough  area  supports  several 
populations  of  Aatraealus  lent^ginosus  var.  pi  scsinenaia 
and  Cftlochortus  excavatus.  These  sensitive  plant  species 
should  be  mentioned  in  the  description  of  the  Benton  MA 
and  addressed  in  the  decisions  for  Fish  Slough  ACEC. 
Specifically,  the  Department  requests  that:  1)  the 
populations  and  habitat  of  these  plants  occurring  within 
the  Pish  Slough  ACEC  be  monitored  on  an  annual  or  seal- 
annual  basis  to  deteraine  long-term  trends  in  nuobors  of 
individuals,  amount  of  predation,  and  habitat  conditions, 
2 )  the  ACEC  management  plan  should  be  aanended  to 
eliminate  grazing  in  Zone  1.  and  3)  the  BLM  ahould  fund 
and  implement  a  study  of  gracing  effects  on  these  species 
and  their  habitats. 

The  Department  requests  rewording  the  following 
decisions: 

"--Yearlong  protection  of  Owens  pupfish,  Owns  tui 
chub,  Owens  speckled  dace,  Cwens  valley  vole,  Great  Basin 
springsnail  and  aensitive  plant  habitats." 

"Coordinate  with  CTiF&G  i  n  the  reintroduction  of 
endangered  and  sensitive  fish  species  and  the  management 
of  endangered  plant  species" 

Pages  81-82,  Owens  Valley  MA  -  Alternative  4:  Proposed  Action; 

The  Department  requests  that  the  following  decision  be 
ammended  to  udd:  "Maintain  or  enhance  habitat  tor  the 
following  sensitive  spocies:. . ., .Owens  apeckled  dace. 
Great  Basin  wpritigsnail  and  sensitive  plants." 

The  Department  is  very  supportive  \of  the  decision  to 
aoquir*>  1  am)  along  Hogback  Creek.  Hogback  Creek  is 
recognized  if;  a  SNA  (IXY-061)  because  the  riparian 
vegetation  supports  the  extremely  XAre^  State  listed 
YBllow-billed  Cuckoo  and  che  springs  contain  rare 
springsnails.  With  public  acquisition  and  proper 
management  of  th»3  riparian  vegetation,  it  may  be  possible 
to  restore  the  habitat  to  a  point  where  it  could  support 
a  breeding  pair  of  cuckoos. 

Tv/o  additional  SNAs  containing  BLM  land  have  populations 
of  Calochortus  ay.CHVatue  and  Sidalcea  covillei:  Keough 
Pond  (INY-045)  and  Alabama  Hills  (INY-036).  File 
material  at  the  NDDB  documents  the  impacts  tc  these 
sensitive  plants  from  mismanaged  and  unmonitored 
livestock  grazing.  Livestock  damage  to  these  plant 
populations  and  their  habitat  throughout  the  MA  should 
be  eliminated  through  changes  in  grazing  management 
practices  required  by  new  Allotment  Management  Plans 
(AMPs).  Specifically,  the  proposed  AMP  for  the  Alabama 
Hills  allotment  should  require  protection  for  these  plant 
species  and  their  habitats.  Necessary  actions  must  be 
taken  to  retain  "natural"  soil  moisture  conditions  and 
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Another  SNA,  Kearsarge  (INY-063),  contains  habitat  for 
the  extremely  rare  Qryctes  nevadensis.  A^ain,  there  is 
documentation  that  livestock  grazing  impacts  the 
populations  and  habitat  for  this  sensitive  plant.  Action 
should  be  taken  to  eliminate  damage  to  this  plant  from 
livestock  grazing. 

The  sensitive  plants  which  occur  in  the  MA  and  the 
threats  to  their  populations  and  habitat  should  be 
described  in  the  MA  Description  (pages  157-160). 

The  Department  requests  changes  to  the  following  support 
needs: 

"Develop  species  recovery  plans  in  cooperation  with 
USF&WS  and  CDFS.0." 

"Coordinate  with  USF&WS  and  CDF&G  on  management 
actions  »hd  Introductions  of  threatened  and  endangered 
species." 

Pages  86-87,  South  Inyo  HA  -  Alternative  4:  Proposed  Action: 

The  sensitive  plants  whioh  occur  in  the  MA  and  the 
threats  to  their  populations  and  habitat  should  be 
summarized  in  the  MA  Description  (pages  160-132)  as  they 
are  for  other  MAe . 

The  Department  is  supportive  of  the  decision  to  prohibit 
livestock  grazing  in  the  MA  and  not  to  dispose  of  the 
>2,000  acre3  of  BLM  lstid  in  the  vicinity  of  Owens  Lake. 

Page  97,  Table  2-2,  Alternative  4: 

Degradation  of  13-3054  of  nracitlvig  species 
habitat  (plants  jr  a.iiaalH?)  is  inconsistent  with  the 
goal  of  yearlong  protection  of  sensitive  plant  habitat. 
The  Department  would  not  accept  population  or  habitat 
degradation  to  sensitive  plants,  particularly  State 
listed  threatened,  endangered  or  rare  species. 

Pegs  107,  Table  2-2,  Alternative  4: 

Again,  degradation  of  sensitive  (plant?) 
populations  or  habitat  is  Inconsistent  with  the  goal  of 
yearlong  protection  of  sensitive  plant  habitat.  The 
Department  Would  not  accept  population  or  habitat 
degradation  to  sensitive  plants,  particularly  State 
listed  threatened,  endangered  or  rare  species. 

Page  267,  Appendix  8,  Threatened  and  Endangered  Plant  and  Animal 

Species  and  Related  Designations: 

The  following  sensitive  plants  and  animals  do  not  appear 
in  Appendix  B  but  are  known  from  within  or  very  near  the 
boundaries  of  the  MA  and  may  occur  on  or  utilize 
resources  on  BLM  land.   They  should  be  considered  for 
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inclusion  in  the  T/E/S  species  lists  unless  it  is 
confirmed  that  they  do  not  occur  on  any  BLM  land  within 
the  MA: 


C3c 
panamlnter.se  C3c 


PLANTS 

Astragalus  paeudlortanathu? 
Briodonum  microthecum  var. 
Erlogonum  beatleTae   C3c 
HaPkelie  brevlcula   C2 

ANIMALS 


(Some  of  these  animals  receive  special  management 
attention  in  the  RMP  but  are  not  included  in  the 
T/E/S  list) 

AgctpHer  gentilis  Northern  Goshawk   CSC* 

Agio  otua   Long-eared  Owl   CSC* 

Suteo  awalnsoni   Swainaon's  Hawk    State  Threatened 

Qoccyauji  flffle_r_icjsuus  flccldentalia  Western  Yellow-billed 

Cuckoo    State  Endangered 
Fajco  mexicanua   Prairie  Falcon   CSC* 
Istqrja  vlrens   Yellow-breasted  Chat   CSC* 
Mftrtes  pennant!  paci.tlea   Pacific  Fisher   CSC* 
StXJ.nichth.SLa  oeculua  3»p.  (Owens  speckled  dace)   CSC* 


CSC  =  California  Department  cf  Fish  and  Came  Species 
of  Special  Concern 
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Bridgeport . 

d.  We  strongly  support  the  prohibition  of  grazing  throughout  the  proposed 
Conway  Summit  ACEC  due  to  the  area's  high  scenic,  watershed,  fishery,  deer 
fawning  and  other  wildlife  values. 

,^y  «a|   e-  AI-;EC  activity  planning  for  the  Conway  summit  area  should  emphasize  natural 
'"~1  I  resource  values  where  recreation  use  is  contemplated. 


lis  HA: 


Alternative  4,  Proposed  Acti 
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a.  DPC  goals  should  apply  to  ali  lands  within  the  Management  Area.   As  an 
alternate  strategy,  the  DPC  goals  proposed  in  Alternative  3  should  be  applied 
the  proposed  action. 


IGU^4c4    b-  Enhanced  recreation  opportunities  should  include  hunting  for  sage  grouse, 
I  other  upland  birds,  waterfowl,  and  big  game. 

c.  DF3  supports  the  designation  of  the  Copper  Mountain  allotment  as  an  ACEC 
aand  the  prohibition  of  grazing  there  to  protect  critical  wildlife  habitat. 

Id.  Due  to  potential  effects  on  wildlife  resources,  ve  submit  that  the  term 
"unnecessary  and  undue  degradation"  should  be  specifically  defined  as  regards 
adverse  impacts  in  the  Bodie  Eowl . 
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e.  An  extensive  network  of  roads  and  trails  now  exists  in  the  MA  to  the 
detriment  of  natural  resources.   DFG  opposes  the  construction  of  any  4WD  routes 
(as  proposed  on  page  66 > .   We  maintain  that  many  routes  couid  be  eliminated  and 
any  loop  system  should  be  achieved  through  use  of  existing  roads.   The  Bodie 
Hills  CRMP  process  has  failed  to  implement  a  meaningful  road  closure  program. 
The  RMP  should  specifically  direct  this  needed  program. 

f.  The  current  HMP  directs  and  permits  grazing  levels  which  continue  to  cause 
severe  detriment  to  natural  resources  in  the  Bodie  Hills.   The  CEMP  process  has 
failed  to  improve  the  situation.   Specific  direction  for  grazing  programs  is 
necessary  to  prevent  continued  degradation;  such  direction  should  be  spelled  out 
m  the  RMF. 


4.   Page  63,  Granite  Mountain  MA-Alternative  4:   Proposed  Action 

a.  All  lands  in  the  MA  should  be  subject  to  DFC  goals.   Specifically,  all 
riparian  habitats  should  be  targeted  for  DPC  compliance,  and  the  extensive 
critical  deer  migration  corridors  and  winter  ranges  in  the  MA  should  recieve 
priority  emphasis  regarding  DPC  goal  achievement. 


5.   Page  73,  Long  Valley  MA-  Alternative  4:   Proposed  Acticn 

a.  DPC  goals  should  apply  to  all  lands  in  the  MA.   We  support  the  proposal  to 
enhance  sage  grouse  meadow  habitat  through  livestock  management.   We  are  also 
convinced  that  changes  in  livestock  management  are  needed  to  improve  the  vital 
upland  habitats  where  depletion  of  understory  vegetation  severely  limits 
productivity  of  grouse. 


154- 


COfY 


ft 


b.  An  additional  decision  is  needed  to  permit  geothermal  leasing  only   where 
such  development  will  be  fully  mitigated  to  preclude  significant  impacts  to 
fish,  wildlife,  water,  and  scenic  resources. 


6.   Page  75,  Senton  MA-Altemative  ^:   Proposed  Action 

'S'Jjr.  |   a.  DPC  goals  should  be  applied  to  all  lands. 

I5H-  I   b  D'r5  opposes  the  disposal  of  5, 2-S2  acres  of  public  lands  due  to  the 
102.  I  unavoidable  impacts  to  wildlife,  scenic  values,  and  water  quality  and  qu 
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;.   An  additional  decision  is  n-e&cled   to  persut  geothermal  leasing  only   where 
such  development  will  be  fully  mitigated  to  preclude  significant  impacts  to 
natura 1  resources . 

d.  We  strongly  concur  with  the  need  for  an  AMP  i'r,r   the  Marble  Creel:  allotment 
to  improve  deer  winter  range.   Such  planning  to  benefit  deer  is  3I93  needed  a: 
the  critical  Blind  Spring  Hiii  winter  range  nearby. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  FISH  AND  GAME 

Bishop  Field  Office 
407  V.   Line  St. 
Bishop.  CA  93514 


Mike  Ferguson 
Area  Manager 
Bishop  Resource  Area 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
787  N.  tialn  St. 
Bishop,  CA  93514 
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January  17,  1991 


Dear  Mike: 


The  following  brief  comments  are  submitted  as  an  addendum  to  our  detailed 
comments  on  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  which  are  dated  1-17-91: 

DFC  opposes  the  decision  to  delete  specific  grazing  management  planning  from  the 
BMP.  This  Department  submitted  extensive  comments  in  1981  and  1983 
regarding  the  Management  Framework  Plans  for  the  Bodle-Coleville  and 
Benton-Owens  Valley  Management  Areas.  At  those  times,  we  pointed  out  that  a 
number  of  allotments  of  high  resource  value  were  overstocked  in  comparison  to 
the  Bureau's  own  1979  range  survey  data.  For  example,  range  surveys  determined 
the  capacity  of  the  Potato  Peak  allotment  in  the  Bodie  hills  to  be  2601  AOM's. 
yet  the  recommended  allocation  was  (and  is)  3755  AUM'e.  In  other  words,  the  BLM 
permits  grazing  at  a  level  44*  greater  than  forage  capacity  on  the  allotment. 
We  are  convinced  that  this  level  of  grazing  creates  major  detrimental  impacts  to 
fish,  wildlife,  recreation,  and  other  natural  resources  in  the  planning  area. 

The  existing  HMP's  call  for  monitoring  3ince  1981  to  determine  effects  of  this 
grazing  strategy  and  to  provide  for  adjustments.  Such  monitoring  has  been 
lacking  and,  10  years  later,  no  adjustments  have  occurred.  Degradation  of  range 
conditions,  habitats,  and  watersheds  continues.  Specific  grazing  Issues  have 
never  been  addressed  as  proposed  in  the  existing  HMP's. 

In  our  comments  on  the  Draft  Planning  Criteria  and  Pre-Planning  Analysis  for  the 
RMP  (12-5-88),  we  stated  our  position  that  the  document  is  inadequate  pursuant 
to  NEPA  guidelines  due  to  the  deletion  of  analysis  of  the  effects  of  the  grazing 
program.  (We  hereby  incorporate  by  reference  that  letter.)  We  maintain  that 
the  current  RMP  cannot  be  considered  a  valid  palnning  document  under  NEPA 
without  inclusion  of  thorough  analysis  of  specific  grazing  is3ue3,  plans,  and 
full  disclosure  of  the  environmental  effects  of  proposed  grazing  programs. 

We  in  DFG  appreciate  your  efforts  on  behalf  of  natural  resources  on  BLM  lands  in 
the  Bishop  R.A.   I  believe  that  the  effort  can  be  fruitful  if  the 
recommendations  provided  in  this  letter  and  our  other  correspondence  are 
encorporated  in  the  final  document. 


Sincerely, 


Ron  Thomas 
Wildlife  Biologist 
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Specific.  Comments  regarding  wildlife  issues  in  Mono  County 

1.   Page  56,  Coleville  HA-Alternative  4:   Proposed  Action 

Due  to  the  significant  natural  resources  and  demands  for  recreation  within  this 
Management  Area,  ue  believe  that  the  decisions  proposed  should  be  strengthened 
according  to  the  following  recommendations. 

a.  To  achieve  adequate  protection  for  mule  deer  winter  range,  the  decision  to 
acquire  private  land  should  include  240  acres  of  key  habitat  located  west  of 
Eastside  Lane  in  Antelope  valley  and  should  provide  for  acquisition  of  1751 
acres  along  Highway  395  as  recommended  in  Alternative  3. 

b.  Current  community  planning  direction  calls  for  no  net  Loss  of  private  lands 
within  the  Walker-Colevil le  area.   To  enhance  the  possibility  of  acquisition  of 
deer  winter  range,  designation  of  public  land  for  disposal  should  be  provided. 
We  suggest  such  lands  be  designated  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Walker  Landfill 
where  wildlife  values  are  relatively  limited. 

c.  A  decision  should  be  added  to  "Protect  and  enhance  the  wintering  bald 

eagies  at  Topaz  Lake" . 

d.  All  lands  within  the  MA  should  be  slated  for  adherance  to  DPC  prescriptions 
and  should  be  specifically  delineated,  particularly  in  reference  to  provisions 
for  deer  winter  range  and  aspen/riparian  habitats.   Particular  emphasis  should 
be  given  to  DPC  goals  on  eastern  Antelope  Valley  3age-Bi tterbrush  habitats  which 
are  in  poor  condition  and  are  of  critical  importance. 
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e.  The  "unnamed  creek"  along  Golden  Gate  Mine  Eoac!  is  known  as  Rodriguez 
Creek . 


f.  We  recognize  Che  support;  need  for  BLM  coordination  with  the  Toiyabe 
Mational  Forest  on  the  Forest's  proposal  for  a  "Snow  Park  Recreation  Area"  on 
Monitor  Pass. 

--I   g.  We  submit  the  support  need  to  survey  Topaz  Lake  bald  eagle  habitat  to 
I5*|""tn J  asSes3  management  needs. 

2.   Page  60,  Bridgeport  Valley  MA-  Alternative  4:   Proposed  Action 

The  Area's  superb  scenic  values,  riparian/aspen  habitats,  fisheries,  key  deer 
fawning  habitats  and  recreational  opportunities  and  demand  indicate  the  need  for 
management  direcfcad  toward  Natural  Resource  Enhancement  (Alt.  3).   Therefore, 
we  believe  the  Proposed  Action  should  be  modified  as  follows: 


154-qol   a.  All  lands  in  the  MA  should  be  subject  to  DPC  goal 
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b.  The  Alternative  3  goal  to  acquire  2,175  acres  of  private  land  should  be 
encorporated  in  the  proposed  action.   We  support  the  disposal  of  270  acres  of 
public  land  only  if  such  disposal  will  not  significantly  impact  public  natural 
resource  values.   Lands  proposed  for  disposal  should  be  mapped  in  the  BMP  to 
provide  adequate  disclosure. 


154-121 


c.  Recreational  terget  shooting  should  be  provided  within  5  miles  of 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  154  (California  Department  of  Fish 
and  Game) 

154-1)  The  final  document  contains  a  decision  directing  no  net  loss  of 
riparian  or  wetland  areas. 

Our  final  plan  decisions  will  protect,  and  potentially  enhance, 
critical  habitat  elements  fortule  elk,  deer,  sage  grouse,  quail  and 
pronghorn  on  Bureau  land.  We  are  required  by  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  to  examine  a  range  of  potential 
management  alternatives. 

DPCs  were  not  included  in  Alternative  1  because  it  recognizes 
current  management  only.  Alternative  2  was  directed  toward 
intensive  commodity  development  and  reactive  management. 

1 54-2)  The  decision  has  been  changed  in  the  final  so  that  there  is  no 
east-west  corridor  designated  at  this  time.  Also  see  response 
100-159. 

154-3)  National  Conservation  Area  designation  will  depend  on  public 
support  for  Congressional  action,  a  process  outside  of  the  scope 
of  this  RMP.  Thank  you  for  your  support.  See  also  the  general 
responses  for  watershed  withdrawals  (p.5-8)  and  acquisitions 
and  disposals  (p.5-9). 

154-4)    See  response  154-2. 

154-5)    Please  refer  to  the  DPC  general  statement  (p.5-10). 

154-6)  Wildfire  suppression  will  be  restricted  to  the  most  economical 
response  consistent  with  resource  values  at  risk.  Bulldozers  and 
other  heavy  equipment  are  prohibited  from  a  variety  of  fragile 
areas  (please  refer  to  the  final  area-wide  decision  in  Chapter  2). 

154-7)  The  identification  of  monitoring  as  an  integral  part  of  the 
planning  process  has  been  clarified  in  the  final  RMP.  An  Area 
Support  Need  that  addresses  the  use  of  monitoring  to  evaluate 
the  effects  of  management  on  meeting  resource  condition 
objectives  has  been  added.   This  Support  Need  also  provides 


for  the  modification  of  management  to  meet  RMP  objectives. 
Monitoring  actions  are  included  in  all  Allotment  Management 
Plans  and  Coordinated  Resource  Management  Plans.  In 
addition,  a  section  in  Chapter  1  has  been  included  to  clarify  that 
resource  management  planning  is  a  dynamic  process  and  that 
the  RMP  may  be  amended  based  on  monitoring  information. 

1 54-8)  Many  of  the  RMP  decisions  will  be  implemented  by  activity  plans 
such  as  Allotment  Management  Plans  or  Habitat  Management 
Plans.  These  activity  plans  always  contain  a  monitoring  system 
for  evaluation.  During  the  last  ten  years,  45  out  of  the  69 
allotments  have  been  monitored.  The  remaining  24  allotments 
have  not  been  monitored  due  to  limited  livestock  use.  Twenty- 
five  percent  of  the  grazed  acreage  in  the  Bishop  Resource  Area 
has  been  monitored  since  1 969. 

154-9)    See  response  92-6. 

154-10)  Throughout  the  RMP,  an  attempt  has  been  made  to  establish 
resource  condition  objectives  (e.g.  DPCs)  which  avoid 
prohibiting  specific  actions.  Consumptive  use  (e.g.  mineral 
development,  recreational  uses,  livestock  grazing)  would  be 
authorized  as  long  as  resource  condition  objectives  are 
achieved. 

154-11)  Our  final  plan  states  "strong  consideration"  will  be  given  for 
watershed,  wildlife,  and  sensitive  plant  habitat  in  relation  to 
livestock  forage  needs. 

The  final  plan  states  "will  generally  not  be  allowed"  regarding 
actions  which  would  interfere  significantly  with  maintaining  or 
enhancing  mule  deer  winter  range.  This  statement  also  applies 
to  actions  interfering  with  sage  grouse  habitat. 
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154-12)  Standard  Operating  Procedures  (SOPs)  are  indeed  important 
enough  to  be  highlighted  more  than  they  were  in  the  draft  RMP. 
As  a  result  of  your  comment  we  have  moved  the  SOPs  from  the 
appendix  to  Chapter  1,  and  have  added  an  introductory 
paragraph  with  wording  similar  to  that  suggested  in  your 
comment.  This  has  improved  the  flow  of  the  document  and 
highlighted  the  importance  of  the  SOPs. 

154-13)  The  Standard  Operating  Procedures  were  developed  to  provide 
basic  parameters  for  actions  resulting  from  the  RMP. 
Interagency  interdisciplinary  teams  have  been  utilized  in  the 
Bodie  Hills  CRMP  effort,  the  Fish  Slough  ACEC  plan,  and  the 
High  Desert  OHV  plan.  The  Bureau  recognizes  the  value  of  an 
interagency  and  interdisciplinary  approach  to  developing  site- 
specific  management  recommendations. 

154-14)  Based  primarily  on  information  from  your  Department,  we  have 
expanded  our  standard  operating  procedures  to  include  a 
separate  section  on  soil  and  water. 

154-15)  Please  refer  to  the  DPC  general  statement. 

154-16)  Support  needs  are  an  integral  part  of  the  proposed  action.  As 
stated  in  Chapter  2,  support  needs  will  guide  BLM  budgeting 
and  programming.  Implementation  of  the  plan  will  ultimately 
depend  upon  the  level  of  funding  provided  to  the  resource  area. 

154-17)  Various  prescriptions  such  as  yearlong/seasonal  protection, 
seasonal  camping  restrictions  around  sage  grouse  leks,  etc. 
would  adequately  guide  recreation  use  management. 

154-18)  Vegetation  zones  will  not  be  managed  with  buffer  areas. 
Decisions  and  SOPs  in  the  final  plan  should  adequately  protect 
these  vegetation  types. 

1 54-1 9)  The  final  plan  directs  that  stricter  vegetative  bank  protection  and 
streambank  soil  alteration  standards  be  applied,  if  appropriate, 
at  the  activity  plan  level. 


154-20,21)  These  decisions  have  been  significantly  revised  in  the  final 
plan.  Please  refer  to  the  final  area-wide  decisions  regarding 
overall  livestock  grazing  use,  bitterbrush  use,  and  sage 
grouse  habitat-livestock  grazing. 

1 54-22)  We  have  adopted  your  recommended  wording  regarding  95% 
of  stream  flows.  Regarding  your  second  statement  concerning 
no  reduced  streamflow,  we  feel  the  decision  maintaining  95% 
of  present  or  10  year  mean  monthly  flow  adequately  protects 
instream  and  associated  habitats. 

154-23)  Mineral  withdrawals  are  an  appropriate  management  tool 
according  to  BLM  regulation  in  the  instances  where  a  parcel  of 
land  has  both  high  mineral  potential  and  also  some  other 
unmitigatable  non-mineral  resource  which  needs  to  be 
protected.  See  general  response  for  geothermal,  item  3. 

1 54-24)  We  believe  it  would  be  difficult  to  emphasize  scenic,  recreation, 
cultural,  and  wildlife  values  and  accommodate  socioeconomic 
demands  in  the  vicinity  of  Bridgeport.  Therefore,  we  are  leaving 
the  theme  unchanged,  but  assure  you  that  these  values  will  not 
be  ignored  near  Bridgeport. 

1 54-25)  Mineral  material  sales  are  discretionary  actions.  If  such  actions 
are  determined  to  threaten  the  ACEC,  proposed  sales  could  be 
denied. 

154-26)  We  have  adopted  a  Support  Need  in  the  final  plan  to 
participate  with  appropriate  agencies  in  the  determination  of 
Bridgeport  Reservoir  water  level. 

154-27)  The  activity  plans  for  specific  areas  will  determine  the 
methodologies  to  repair  degraded  stream  bank  and  channel 
conditions. 

Our  stream  survey  information  indicates  Rattlesnake  Gulch 
channel  stability  is  good. 

154-28)    Please  see  response  100-129. 
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154-29)  Recreational  use  and  geothermal  development  are  both 
important  to  this  area  We  believe  the  resource  condition 
objectives  and  protective  measures  established  will  protect 
natural  resources  sufficiently  without  explicitly  making 
recreational  use  and  geothermal  development  "secondary.' 

1 54-30)  For  part  a.  of  your  comment,  the  phrase  'sensitive  species'  has 
been  added  to  the  final  plan. 

Parts  b.  and  c.  of  your  comment  have  been  added  to  the  final 
plan.  The  Owens  speckled  dace  is  also  covered  under  yearlong 
protection. 

1 54-31 ,32)  See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals. 

154-33)  The  final  plan  includes  a  Support  Need  to  inventory  riparian 
habitats  for  the  least  Bell's  vireo  and  yellow-billed  cuckoo  in 
addition  to  determination  of  habitat  suitability  for  both  species  in 
the  Owens  Valley  management  area. 

1 54-34)  If  you  are  not  already  aware  of  the  prairie  falcon  eyrie  we  can 
provide  the  information.  The  area  is  not  defined  since  our  intent 
is  to  ensure  protection  of  the  falcon  site  and  surrounding  area 
during  the  brooding  and  care  and  growth  of  the  fledgling  birds. 
Some  actions  may  be  less  disturbing  than  others  and  would  be 
administered  on  a  case  by  case  basis. 

1 54-35)  There  are  several  decisions  in  the  final  plan  which  are  based  on 
standards  for  management  of  the  species  mentioned.  Species 
identified  as  rare,  threatened,  or  endangered  by  California  are 
managed  the  same  as  federally  listed  species  on  public  land  by 
the  Bureau.  There  is  no  Bureau  policy  which  would  permit  us  to 
recognize  other  state  of  California  candidate  or  'special  animal' 
species. 

Water  sources  could  be  developed  in  those  portions  of  the  Inyo 
Mountains  that  are  not  within  WSAs.  Also,  the  Interim 
Management  Guidelines  allow  developments  which  enhance 
wilderness  values.  A  copy  of  these  guidelines  has  been  sent  to 
you. 


1 54-36)  The  Owens  Valley  vole  is  already  afforded  yearlong  protection. 
The  meadow  and  riparian  DPCs  will  provide  for  enhanced 
habitat  conditions  for  the  species  in  Owens  Lake  management 
area. 

1 54-37)   Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

1 54-38)  Use  of  the  Tinemaha  Reservoir  portion  of  the  Soldier  Canyon 
Alternative  Corridor  Area  by  osprey  and  golden  eagle  is  cited 
in  the  final  document.  A  condition  has  been  added  requiring 
the  use  of  roadless  construction  methods  in  areas  identified  as 
Tule  elk  habitat. 

See  the  Need  Analysis  section  of  the  general  Corridor  Study 
response.  Concerning  potential  environmental  impacts  outside 
the  study  area,  see  response  91-14, 126-1,  and  the  Impacts  to 
Adjacent  Jurisdictional  Areas  section  of  the  general  Corridor 
Study  response. 

1 54-39)  Some  of  your  recommended  area  manager  guidelines  (AMG) 
and  standard  operating  procedures  (SOP)  for  these  resources 
have  been  incorporated  in  the  final  plan. 

154-40)  Please  refer  to  our  response  154-14  as  part  of  the  answer  to 
your  comment.  We  recognize  our  largest  problem  with  water 
quality  exists  in  the  northern  one-half  of  the  resource  area.  We 
expect,  over  the  20  year  life  of  this  plan,  with  implementation  of 
DPCs,  other  decisions  related  to  watershed  repair  and  some 
standard  operating  procedures  that  water  quality  in  most 
streams  will  be  improved. 

154-41)  The  Owens  dace  in  Little  Alkali  Lake  Creek  are  shown  in  the 
errata  for  Chapter  3,  Table  3-4  in  the  final  plan. 
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154-42)  For  your  comment  #29,  please  refer  to  our  responses  154-14 
and  1 54-40.  Riparian  vegetation  trend  information  is  available  as 
part  of  the  public  record. 

For  comment  #30,  the  final  plan  adopts  DPC  management  and 
some  of  your  suggested  AMG  and  SOP's. 

For  comment  #31,  please  see  the  "Grazing"  general  response 
(p.5-11),  the  "Monitoring"  section  in  Chapter  1,  and  the  area- 
wide  monitoring  support  need  in  Chapter  2. 

154-43)  We  do  not  have  the  information  you  requested  for  Bridgeport 
Reservoir.  If  you  would  supply  us  with  information  on  the 
subject  it  could  become  part  of  the  RMP  public  record  and  data 
used  in  reference  to  your  comment  1 54-26. 

154-44)  See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals  (p.5-8). 

1 54-45)  The  information  you  suggest  be  displayed  in  the  document  is 
not  available  to  us.  We  have  requested  complete  information  on 
all  points  you  mention  in  your  comment  letter  on  the  Owens 
Valley  Groundwater  EIR  (letter  to  EIP  Associates,  January  28, 
1991). 

154-46)  The  RMP  attempts  to  establish  resource  condition  objectives 
through  the  Alternative  4  decisions.  Through  the  adherence  to 
area  manager  guidelines  and  standard  operating  procedures 
sufficient  control  is  maintained  over  consumptive  uses  to 
continue  meeting  plan  objectives  in  dry  years. 

154-47)  Please  refer  to  responses  154-14  and  154-40. 

154-48)  Springs  and  riparian  zones  are  considered  to  be  key 
management  areas.  Areas  receiving  unacceptable  levels  of 
livestock  use  have  been  identified  and  will  be  mitigated  through 
allotment  management  plans,  DPCs,  AMGs,  SOPs  and  range 
projects.  In  some  cases  grazing  will  be  restricted  with  fencing. 

1 54-49)  Please  see  response  54-4. 


1 54-50)    These  impacts  have  been  revised  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  RMP. 

1 54-51)  We  appreciate  your  concern  for  a  DPC  for  aquatic  vegetation. 
When  appropriate,  we  intend  to  use  an  aquatic  vegetation  DPC 
in  future  activity  plans. 

154-52)    Please  see  response  100-37. 

1 54-53)  Support  needs  have  been  categorized  into  discrete  sections  in 
the  final  RMP  and  several  of  your  proposed  Standard  Operating 
Procedures  (SOPs)  have  been  included.  A  brief  summary  of 
our  treatment  of  your  proposals  is  provided  below. 

Proposed  SOPs  2,  5,  7,  15,  18,  22,  26,  29,  32,  33,  36,  38,  47, 
52,  53,  54,  55,  56,  57,  59,  60,  66,  67,  68  and  69  were 
incorporated  as  new  SOPs  or  covered  by  existing  SOPs.  For 
example,  proposals  53,  54,  55,  56,  57,  59  and  60  were 
incorporated  into  the  RMP  as  4  SOPs  that  address  actions 
affecting  soils. 

Concerns  expressed  in  proposed  SOPs  1,  16,  23,  27,  28,  44, 
45,  48, 50,  65  and  66  were  covered  by  existing  decisions,  such 
as  seasonal  or  yearlong  protection  areas,  or  addressed  in  new 
decisions. 

Concerns  expressed  in  proposed  SOPs  3,  24,  25,  34,  35,  46 
and  51  are  covered  by  our  decisions,  DPC  goals,  Area 
Manager's  Guidelines,  existing  SOP's  and  BLM  policy  regarding 
riparian  and  aquatic  habitats.  In  regard  to  proposal  24,  we  are 
unaware  of  any  state  designated  wild  trout  or  catch-and- 
release  areas  on  BLM  land  in  the  resource  area.  If  such 
designations  are  made  in  the  future,  a  cooperative  agreement 
could  be  developed  for  their  management. 

Proposed  SOPs  41  and  43  were  incorporated  into  the  Area 
Managers  Guidelines  concerning  riparian  areas. 
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Proposed  SOPs  8,  9  and  47  were  incorporated  into  the  RMP 
area  wide  support  needs. 

Concerns  expressed  in  proposed  SOPs  10,  12,  13,  14,  17,  19, 
20  and  31  are  covered  by  existing  law,  policy,  regulation  and 
Interim  Management  Guidelines  for  Wilderness  and  Wild  and 
Scenic  River  Review. 

Proposed  SOPs  4,  6,  21, 30  39,  40,  42,  49,  58,  61  and  63  cover 
matters  we  feel  are  best  left  to  activity  level  planning  or  can  be 
implemented  without  planning  guidance. 

154-54)  Sensitive  plant  information  can  be  found  on  pp.148,  151,  and 
153,  but  was  accidentally  omitted  from  four  management  area 
descriptions.  These  data  have  been  added  to  Chapter  3  in  the 
final  RMP. 

The  management  area  alternatives  do  not  have  decisions  for 
sensitive  plants  because  these  decisions  were  under  the  area- 
wide  alternatives.  The  alternative  4  decision  for  sensitive  species 
is  on  p.50  of  the  draft.  The  Standard  Operating  Procedures  on 
p.269  of  the  draft  specifically  mention  sensitive  plant  habitat 
under  I.C.1.  and  sensitive  plant  habitat  has  been  added  to  I.B.1 
and  I.B.3. 

Protection  and  enhancement  of  the  populations  will  be  generally 
handled  within  CRMPs,  AMPs,  and  ACEC  plans.  Management 
of  species  outside  of  these  types  of  management  will  be  site- 
specific  and  will  provide  protection  and/or  enhancement  of  the 
habitat. 

154-55)  Eleven  out  of  sixteen  sensitive  plant  species  continue  to  be 
monitored  and  inventoried.  The  populations  of  the  remaining 
five  species  are  currently  being  inventoried. 

Impacts  to  sensitive  species  are  always  mitigated  and  are 
afforded  USFWS  and  CDF&G  consultation  if  adverse  impacts  are 
anticipated. 

1 54-56)  See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals. 


1 54-57)    This  has  been  done. 

1 54-58)    Please  refer  to  SOPs  for  Wildlife  in  the  final  plan. 

1 54-59)    Please  refer  to  AMG  #5  in  the  final  plan. 

154-60)  The  Area  Manager's  Guideline  to  which  you  refer  has  been 
changed  in  the  final  plan.  Please  also  refer  to  Standard 
Operating  Procedures  which  address  your  concerns  for  riparian 
vegetation. 

154-61)    See  response  154-55. 

1 54-62)   This  information  is  part  of  the  administrative  file. 

154-63)  Sensitive  plant  habitat  is  covered  under  "several  plant 
communities".  Yearlong  protection  for  sensitive  plants  is  a 
decision  under  the  Area-Wide  Preferred  Alternative  4  on  p.50  of 
the  draft. 

154-64)  Please  see  the  "Monitoring"  section  in  Chapter  1  of  the  final 
RMP,  and  the  area-wide  "monitoring"  support  need  added  to 
Chapter  2.  Sensitive  species/habitats  have  been  and  will 
continue  to  be  monitored. 

1 54-65)  An  area-wide  decision  in  the  final  plan  directs  no  net  loss  of 
wetland  or  riparian  habitat  occur.  Loss  of  riparian  or  wetland 
acreage  could  be  replaced  outside  the  resource  area. 

154-66)  As  part  of  the  public  record,  a  relevance  and  importance 
summary  has  been  written  for  each  of  the  proposed  ACEC's. 
These  summaries  will  not  be  in  the  final  plan.  The  ACEC 
boundary  includes  the  CDF&G  lands  in  Slinkard  Valley  (please 
see  Alternative  4  Special  Management  Area  map).  The  CDF&G 
would  be  included  as  a  cooperating  agency  in  the  development 
and  implementation  of  the  ACEC  plan.  Toiyabe  National  Forest 
would  be  asked  to  provide  resource  information  and  their 
concerns  for  management  of  adjacent  National  Forest  land. 
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154-67)  Please  refer  to  area-wide  and  management  area  specific 
decisions  regarding  protective  measures  for  plant  and  animal 
habitat  which  would  affect  the  Beauty  Peak  area.  Masonic 
Mountain  is  on  National  Forest  land  and  Mormon  Meadow  is 
privately  owned. 

1 54-68)  Your  comment  has  been  considered.  This  is  covered  under  the 
wildlife  habitat  statement. 

154-69)  The  decision  has  been  modified  by  adding  "sensitive  plant 
habitat'. 

154-70)  Please  refer  to  SOP's  for  Wildlife,  #6,  in  the  final  plan. 

1 54-70A)  This  decision  has  been  changed  in  the  final. 

154-71)  Your  comment  has  been  considered. 

1 54-72)  Big  Sand  Flat  is  habitat  for  the  sensitive  species  cited,  and  under 
the  area-wide  decisions  has  yearlong  protection.  Yearlong 
protection  for  this  "Significant  Natural  Area"  will  not  be  added  in 
the  final. 

154-73)  Astragalus  johnannis  howellii  was  monitored  in  1979-1982  with 
photo  trend  plots,  utilization  transects  and  1/100  acre  circular 
plots  and  in  1990  two  utilization  cages  were  established.  The 
data  indicate  that  trend  is  static.  A  population  of  Astragalus 
monoensis  was  surveyed  in  1983  and  1985.  The  data  indicated 
that  trend  was  upward.  Eriogonum  ampullaceum  has  not  been 
monitored  since  inventories  in  1979-1980.  Please  see  response 
154-64. 

1 54-74)  See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals. 

1 54-75)  The  sensitive  plant  information  for  this  management  area  was 
accidentally  left  out.  This  has  been  added  and  can  be  found  in 
Chapter  3  in  the  final  RMP.  See  response  154-64. 

The  Fish  Slough  allotment,  created  in  1982  but  never  allocated 
to  a  livestock  operator,  is  proposed  for  unallotted  status  in  the 


final  RMP.  This  area  is  a  portion  of  Zone  1  and  2.  The 
remaining  portions  of  Zone  1  and  2  are  in  the  Volcanic 
Tableland  allotment  which  has  been  grazed  5  out  of  the  last  10 
years.  Grazing  will  not  be  removed  from  any  other  portion  of 
the  ACEC. 

The  BLM  and  LADWP  are  currently  developing  a  grazing  plan 
that  will  ensure  no  loss  of  the  disjunct  sensitive  plant 
populations  to  which  you  refer. 

154-76)  Yearlong  protection  decisions  are  already  afforded  Owens 
pupfish,  Owens  tui  chub  and  sensitive  plant  habitat  under  the 
area-wide  decisions. 

1 54-77)  Area-wide  and  Owens  Valley  management  area  decisions  in  the 
final  plan  address  your  concern. 

1 54-78)  The  populations  of  Calochortus  excavatus  (CAEX)  and  Sidalcea 
covillei  (SICO)  near  Keough's  are  in  an  area  which  was 
unallotted  prior  to  1981  and  has  been  ungrazed  by  livestock  for 
at  least  15  years.  The  Keough's  allotment  created  in  1981 
encompassed  the  populations.  This  allotment  has  unallotted 
status  in  the  final  RMP.  A  trend  plot  and  1/100  acre  circular 
plot  were  established  in  1987.  These  populations  currently  are 
not  being  impacted. 

The  CAEX  (one)  and  SICO  (two)  populations  in  the  Alabama 
Hills  have  not  been  inventoried  and  their  status/impacts  are  not 
known  at  this  time.  These  populations  will  be  assessed  in  the 
near  future.  The  Alabama  Hills  AMP  will  address  these  species. 

The  BLM  is  not  aware  of  any  populations  of  Oryctes  nevadensis 
on  public  land  near  the  Alabama  Hills/Independence  area.  We 
will  review  CNDDB  for  this  information. 

The  sensitive  plant  information  for  this  management  area  was 
accidentally  omitted.  These  data  have  been  added  to  Chapter 
3  in  the  final  RMP. 


5-474 


1 54-79)    Separate  area  wide  Alternative  4  Support  Needs  address  your 
concern. 

154-80)  The  sensitive  plant  information  for  this  management  area  was 
accidentally  left  out.  A  description  is  included  in  Chapter  3  of 
the  final  RMP. 

154-81)  Yearlong  protection  is  directed  at  discretionary  actions,  which 
therefore  would  not  adversely  affect  target  resources.  Some 
non-discretionary  beatable  mineral  development  could  affect 
sensitive  species  populations  or  their  habitat. 

154-82)  The  Swainson's  hawk  has  been  added  to  Appendix  6.  Please 
refer  to  response  100-6, 1st  paragraph,  for  the  complete  answer 
to  your  comment. 

154-83)  Please  see  the  "Grazing"  general  response. 

1 54-84)  See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals. 

1 54-85)  The  Walker  landfill  area  has  been  proposed  for  disposal  to  Mono 
County  via  Recreation  and  Public  Purpose  patent.  BLM  land  in 
this  vicinity  has  little  value  for  residential  expansion  due  to  the 
proximity  of  the  landfill. 

1 54-86)  A  Support  Need  has  been  added  to  Coleville  management  area, 
Alternative  4  regarding  a  Topaz  Lake  bald  eagle  habitat  survey 
and  determination  of  management  needs. 

154-87)  Please  refer  to  the  DPC  general  response. 

1 54-88)  The  correction  has  been  made. 

154-89)  Please  refer  to  response  154-86.  As  the  bald  eagle  is  a  federal 
endangered  species,  the  Bureau  is  mandated  by  law  to  ensure 
our  actions  do  not  further  endanger  it. 

154-90)  Please  refer  to  the  DPC  general  response. 

154-91)  See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals. 


154-92)  We  are  currently  working  with  the  local  community  to  provide  a 
site  to  meet  this  need. 

154-93)    Please  refer  to  response  93-25. 

154-94)    Please  refer  to  the  DPC  general  response. 

1 54-95)  These  activities  would  be  included  in  the  range  of  opportunities 
that  are  in  conformance  with  the  RMP. 

154-96)  This  will  be  done  within  the  ACEC  plan  for  the  Bodie  Bowl 
through  development  of  the  "limits  of  acceptable  change"  which 
will  include  guidelines  to  protect  cultural  and  natural  resource 
values. 

154-97)    Please  see  response  92-40. 

1 54-98)    Please  see  the  "Grazing"  general  response. 

154-99)    Please  refer  to  the  DPC  general  response. 

154-100)  Please  refer  to  the  DPC  and  geothermal  (p.  5-1 5)  general 
responses. 

154-101)   Please  refer  to  the  DPC  general  response. 

154-102)  Please  see  the  general  response  for  acquisitions  and 
disposals. 

1 54-1 03)   Please  see  the  general  response  for  geothermal. 

154-104)  Habitat  management  for  the  Casa  Diablo  deer  winter  range 
would  be  determined  through  a  Habitat  Management  Plan  as 
noted  in  Benton  management  area  Support  Needs. 


5-475 


iss-\ 


ARCHAEOLOGICAL  /  HISTORICAL   CONSULTANTS 

609  AHeen  St. 

Oakland,  CA  94609 

(415)  654-8635 


January  19,  1991 
Area  Manager 
BLM 

787  H.  Main  St.  Suite  P 
Bishop,   CA.   93514 

Dear  Sir: 

Thank  you  for  sending  me  the  draft  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan 
and  draft  EIS  dated  September  1990.    I  find  this  draft  EIS  inadequate  due 
to  the  fact  that  it  fails  to  specifically  state  what  the  effects  of  large 
scale  mining  development  near  the  National  Historic  Landmark  of  Bodie  will  be. 
It  is  expected  that  negative  impacts  upon  structures  and  setting  will  occur, 
but  no  specifics  are  stated,  nor  is  it  outlined  how  this  landmark  site  will 
be  preserved  in  view  of  such  negative  impacts.   What,  for  example,  could 
possibly  serve  as  mitigation  of  adverse  effects  in  this  case?   In  my  view, 
no  mitigation  is  possible  due  to  the  high  importance  of  this  town.   The  only 
course  open  to  us  is  to  forbit  additional  mining  in  this  area  entirely.   This 
conclusion  is  reinforced  in  my  view  by  the  fact  that  there  are  no  public  benefit! 
to  be  derived  from  new  mining  in  the  area.   The  only"benef its"are  enriching  a 
foreign  mining  corporation  and  its  owners  at  the  public  expense, 
Thank  you  for  your  attention. 


Sincerely, 


Dr.  Laurence  H.  Shoup 
Partner 


JAN?.  4 1991 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  155  (Dr.   Laurence  H.  Shoup, 
Archaeological/Historical  Consultants) 

155-1)    Please  see  general  Bodie  response  which  addresses  these 
concerns. 
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January  17,  1991 


Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  land  Management 
787  N.  Main  Street,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA  93514 

Dear  Area  Manager: 

It  was  very  difficult  to  get  through  the  Draf t  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
E.I.S.,  partly  because  the  organization  is  somewhat  incoherent  and  partly  due  to 
statements  and  proposals  regarding  historic  resource  management  that  are  vague, 
incomplete,  and  superficial.  For  a  resource  as  significant  as  the  ghost  town  of 
Bodie  and  the  historic  mining  landscape  in  and  around  the  Bodie  Bowl,  much  more 
attention  should  be  paid  to  them  specifically,  especially  in  light  of  the  possibility 
of  an  open  pit  gold  mining  operation  getting  started  on  and  around  around  Bodie 
Bluff.  The  fact  that  Bodie  and  environs  are  a  National  Historic  Landmark  District 
is  alluded  bo  only  once  in  the  Draft,  and  there  was  very  little  information  and  no 
maps  of  appropriate  scale  in  the  document  to  indicate  where  the  Bodie  townsite  and 
the  Bodie  Mining  District  are  in  relation  to  the  possible  open  pit  gold  mine  and  what 
specific  effects  it  could  have  on  these  resources.  This  is  not  sufficient  data  upon 
which  to  base  a  resource  management  plan.  Therefore,  the  Bodie  Bowl  and  environs  must 
have  its  own  management  plan  apart  from  the  Bishop  study.  This  is  the  only  way  the 
National  Historic  Landmark  can  get  an  open  and  fair  hearing  and  a  reasonable  evalu- 
ation in  terms  of  the  potential  impacts  of  gold  mining  within  its  boundaries.  In  its 
present  status  in  the  Draft  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan,  the  Bodie  historic 
district  is  almost  buried  in  the  poorly  organized  compilation  of  data  and  policy 
statements  covering  a  large  and  diverse  geographic  area. 

Only  one  specific  section  of  the  Draft  warrants  comment  here.  The  Alternatives 
offered  under  "Impact  on  Mining"  (pp.  197-200)  present  economic  and  employment 
figures  that  are  astounding.  A  search  through  the  text  revealed  no  information  that 
could  support  these  numbers,  and  there  was  not  even  a  reference  to  another  document 
or  report  that  was  the  basis  for  these  calculations.  How  were  these  estimates 
derived?  What  was  the  source  or  sources  used  for  them?  Without  more  information  I 
can  only  conclude  that  they  were  provided  by  Galactic  Resources,  Ltd.  If  this  is 
the  case,  then  all  the  economic  projections  should  be  removed  from  this  section  of 
the  Draft,  and  more  objective  estimates  should  be  generated  from  sources  with  no 
direct  economic  interest  in  this  issue. 

These  comments  are  my  own  and  do  not  reflect  the  position  of  the  Director  of  Parks 
and  Recreation  nor  the  policy  of  the  Department. 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  156  (Frank  Lortie) 

156-1)    Please  see  the  general  Bodie  response  (p.5-5)  for  a  complete 
explanation  of  how  your  concerns  were  considered. 

156-2)    Please  refer  to  response  54-4. 


Sincerely, 


Frank  Lortie 

Historian  II 

Inland  Region  Headquarters 

Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation 
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THEMONO  LAKECOMMITTEE 


P.O.  Box  29 

Lee  Vining,  CA  93541 

(619)  647-6595 


1355  Westwood  Blvd. /Suite  6 

Los  Angeles,  CA  90024 

(213)  477-8229 


January  17,  1991 

Hike  Ferguson 

Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  -  Bishop  Resource  Area 

787  North  Main  Street,  Suite  P 

Bishop,  CA  93514 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson, 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  draft 
Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(EIS) .   We  appreciate  the  tremendous  amount  of  work  that  you  and 
your  staff  have  dedicated  to  this  project  and  your  excellent 
efforts  to  involve  the  public  in  the  process. 

I.  The  Relationship  Between  the  Mono  Basin  National  Forest  Scenic 
Area  (MBNFSA  or  Scenic  Area)  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM) 
Lands 

The  Mono  Lake  Committee  is  not  only  concerned  with  Mono 
Lake,  but  also  with  the  ecological  health  of  the  Mono  Basin 
watershed  and  surrounding  lands.   With  respect  to  ecological, 
visual  and  recreational  resources,  management  of  Bureau  lands 
surrounding  the  MBNFSA  should  be  consistent  with  Scenic  Area 
management  direction,  since  the  management  of  one  area  can 
directly  affect  the  other.   This  is  particularly  true  for  the 
management  of  landu  within  Mono  Lake's  hydrologic  basin,  and 
extends  to  those  lands  that  are  visible  from  the  Scenic  Area  and 
to  lands  that  provide  habitat  for  wildlife  that  utilize  the 
Scenic  Area. 

We  appreciate  your  efforts  to  consider  the  outstanding 
natural  resource  values  of  the  MBNFSA  in  your  RMP  and  EIS. 
However,  in  the  comments  that  follow  we  will  delineate  how  BLM's 
proposed  management  of  lands  surrounding  the  Scenic  Area  is  not 
always  consistent  with  the  direction  given  in  the  Forest 
Service's  Comprehensive  Management  Plan  (CMP)  for  the  MBNFSA.   We 
realize  that  the  BLM  and  Forest  Service  have  authority  only  to 
give  management  direction  for  the  lands  under  their  jurisdiction. 
However,  Mono  Basin  ecosystems,  wildlife  populations  and 
aesthetic  values  do  not  observe  artificial  boundaries. 
Management  direction  for  the  two  agencies  with  regard  to  these 
resources  should  therefore  be  consistent. 

II.  Watershed  Withdrawals 

The  Mono  Lake  Committee  is  very  concerned  about  the  proposal 
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by  BLM  to  recommend  revocation  of  watershed  withdrawals  on  all 
lands  that  are  under  Congressional  and  Executive  Order  withdraw 
status . 

When  Congress  withdrew  a  major  portion  of  Eastern  Sierra 
federal  lands  for  watershed  protection  in  the  1931  Act,  it 
asserted  federal  reserved  water  rights  on  those  lands.   We  are 
concerned  that  revocation  of  the  Act  of  Congress  of  1931  will 
affect  federal  reserved  water  rights  on  Bureau  lands,  as  well  as 
federal  reserved  water  rights  on  MBNFSA  lands.   This  could  have 
serious  adverse  impacts  for  Scenic  Area  and  Bureau  resources. 
While  any  new  Act  of  Congress  could  possibly  reaffirm  federal 
reserved  water  rights,  this  is  a  politically  contentious  issue. 
We  are  concerned  that  these  rights,  which  are  currently  senior  to 
other  appropriative  water  rights,  might  not  be  reinstated. 

(Please  note  that  the  map  on  page  141  portraying  existing 
watershed  withdrawals  is  incomplete.   The  Scenic  Area,  while 
under  jurisdiction  of  the  Forest  Service,  also  has  withdrawn 
lands  status,  and  this  should  be  reflected  on  your  map.) 

The  Bureau  has  not  fully  considered  the  ramifications  of  its 
proposal  to  recommend  revocation  of  the  Congressionally  enacted 
and  Executive  Order  watershed  withdrawals.   Additional  NEPA 
documentation,  including  analysis  of  the  above  concerns,  is 
needed.   We  request  that  you  correct  this  deficiency  in  the  final 
RMP/EIS. 

It  appears  that  the  primary  reason  BLM  supports  revocation 
of  watershed  withdrawals  is  because  of  land  acquisition 
priorities  and  demand  for  disposal  of  public  land  to  the  private 
sector  in  Inyo  and  Mono  Counties.   Your  analysis  of  this  issue 
should  rigorously  explore  and  objectively  evaluate  all  reasonable 
alternatives  (NEPA  40  CFR  1502.14(a)),  including  alternatives 
that  explore  other  legislative  options  to  make  needed  lands 
available  for  community  development. 

III.  Visual  Quality 

The  RMP  repeatedly  acknowledges  the  visual  importance  of 
Bureau  lands  surrounding  the  Scenic  Area.   As  stated  on  page  117: 

"The  Mono  Basin  Scenic  Area... is  bordered  by  Bureau 
land  including  the  Bodie  Hills  to  the  north,  Mono  Basin 
to  the  east,  and  Cowtrack  Mountain  to  the  southeast. 
Visual  resource  management  along  travel  corridors  to 
the  Mono  Basin  Scenic  Area  and  Bodie  State  Park  have 
become  increasingly  important  as  visitation  has 
increased  over  the  last  several  years." 

Given  the  importance  of  BLM  lands  as  an  integral  part  of  the 
Scenic  Area's  viewshed,  why  was  only  a  VRM  Class  II  objective  of 
retention  proposed  for  lands  surrounding  the  Scenic  Area  rather 
than  a  VRM  Class  I  of  preservation?   The  VRM  class  I  objective 
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is  proposed  for  Conway  Summit  and  the  Bodie  Bowl.   Certainly  the 
Mono  Basin  is  deserving  of  this  status  as  well.   The  CMP  for  the 
MBNFSA  states  that  the  Scenic  Area  "will  be  managed  to  maintain 
and  enhance  the  visual  resource."   (Record  of  Decision,  p.iii). 
A  VRM  objective  of  preservation  of  the  landscape  surrounding  the 
Scenic  Area  would  best  preserve  the  visual  integrity  of  the 
entire  Mono  Basin,  and  would  be  consistent  with  the  management 
direction  for  Scenic  Area  lands  that  border  Bin  lands. 

We  are  unclear  as  to  the  actual  management  authority  of  the 
VRM  Class  Objectives.   We  note  that  the  Area  Manager's  Guidelines 
(p. 27)  include  a  guideline  that  "Actions  violating  VRM  classes 
will  not  be  allowed".   However,  we  question  how  you  will  resolve 
conflicts  that  arise  between  valid  existing  locatable  and 
leasable  mineral  rights  and  VRM  designations.   You  state  in  your 
rationale  for  the  preferred  alternative  (p. 71)  that: 

"Specific  restrictions  on  geothermal  and  salable 
mineral  development  and  rights-of-way  were  considered 
in  Alternative  3  to  protect  the  Mono  Basin  scenery. 
These  restrictions  are  not  part  of  the  proposed  action 
because  the  VRM  II  classification  will  adequately 
protect  the  Mono  Basin  Scenery." 

Please  detail  how  a  VRM  II  classification  will  "adequately 
protect  the  Mono  Basin  scenery"  when  such  conflicts  arise. 

IV.  Geothermal  Development 

We  are  concerned  about  the  potential  environmental  impacts 
of  geothermal  development  on  water  and  water  dependent  resources 
in  and  around  the  Mono  Basin.   Water  resources  in  the  Eastern 
Sierra  are  precious,  finite  and  already  severely  impacted  by 
water  exports  and  hydroelectric  diversions  (Inyo  National  Forest 
Land  and  Resource  Management  Plan,  1988) .   Any  proposed  new 
geothermal  development  must  be  carefully  considered  in  light  of 
the  limited  supply  of  water.   Development  of  geothermal  resources 
has  the  potential  to  greatly  affect  surface  and  groundwater 
supplies,  and  riparian-dependent  vegetation  and  wildlife. 

We  enclose  a  copy  of  a  letter  (dated  November  26,  1984)  from 
the  Mono  Lake  Committee  to  the  State  Director  of  the  BLM  with 
regards  to  geothermal  exploration  and  development  in  the  Mono 
Basin  (Attachment  #1) .   The  letter  states  that  all  Mono-Long 
Valley  tracts  that  were  offered  in  the  July,  1983  geothermal 
lease  sale  will  include  the  following  stipulation: 

"The  use  of  water  resources  in  the  Mono-Long  Valley 
region  is  of  critical  concern.   All  operator  proposals 
will  be  carefully  evaluated  for  potential  impacts  to 
the  quality  and  supply  of  surface  and  groundwater 
resources.   Depending  on  the  availability  of  surface  or 
groundwaters,  use  of  such  waters  for  geothermal 
exploration  and  development  may  be  restricted. 
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Proposals  which  would  result  in  unacceptable  impacts  to 
those  resources  will  not  be  approved  or  will  require 
modification. " 

We  appreciate  that  the  Bureau  recognized  the  validity  of  our 
concerns  and  incorporated  protective  language  into  its  lease 
sales  contracts.   We  request  that  you  acknowledge  that  such  a 
policy  was  applied  to  previous  lease  sale  offers  and  will  extend 
to  any  future  lease  sale  contracts.   We  further  request  that  the 
EIS  and  RMP  clarify  the  potential  for  geothermal  development  on 
BLM  lands  and  detail  all  applicable  guidelines  and  restrictions. 

Statements  in  the  RMP  with  regard  to  geothermal  development 
are  often  confusing  and  contradictory.   The  characterization  of 
the  geothermal  resource  is  one  source  of  confusion.   On  page  22, 
the  RMP  notes  that  for  the  Granite  Mountain  Management  Area  (MA)  , 
which  encompasses  the  Scenic  Area: 

"There  may  be  some  geothermal  potential,  but  this  has  not  been 
fully  explored." 

On  page  137,  the  RMP  states  that: 
"Geothermal  potential  in  the  Granite  Mountain  MA  is  relatively 
unknown ..." 

Yet  on  page  101,  the  RMP  states  that  ; 
"70%  of  the  3  mile  buffer  zone  around  Mono  Lake  is  in  an  area  of 
high  geothermal  potential . " 

Just  what  is  the  status  of  the  geothermal  resource  on  lands 
surrounding  the  Scenic  Area?   In  order  for  the  public  and  other 
responsible  agencies  to  give  salient  comment  on  the  document,  it 
is  necessary  to  have  an  accurate  and  consistent  portrayal  of  the 
status  of  geothermal  development  potential  on  BLM  lands. 

BLM  states  (p. 74)  that  "development  of  geothermal  resources 
on  Bureau  land  appears  unlikely  in  the  near  future."   However, 
the  characterization  of  the  environmental  impacts  of  geothermal 
development  in  Chapter  4  is  based  on  flawed  assumptions.   On  page 
176,  you  state  that: 

"The  potential  for  geothermal  development  will  remain 
strongly  tied  to  oil  prices.   Current  projections  over 
the  next  decade  show  little  or  no  real  increase  in  oil 
and  gas  prices. . .Although  catastrophic  global  energy 
disruptions  could  occur  once  again,  they  are  neither 
reasonable  nor  foreseeable  and  are  not  considered  on 
these  analyses"   (emphasis  in  original) . 

Since  the  RMP  was  written,  there  have  been  significant  and 
volatile  changes  in  the  world  energy  situation,  as  we  are  all 
well  aware.   Periodic  resurgences  of  instability  with  regard  to 
energy  supply  and  demand  are  likely  to  continue.    The 
fluctuating  status  of  the  energy  situation  requires  a  realistic 
discussion  of  geothermal  potential  on  BLM  lands  and  full 
disclosure  of  all  potentially  significant  impacts  to  the 


5-479 


157-5 
COrtfc 


157-fc 


157-7 


157-8 


resources  of  the  Bishop  Resource  Area.   This  discussion  should 
also  consider  a  "worst  case  analysis",  as  per  the  requirements  of 
NEPA  (40  CFR  1502.22(a)(2)). 

Management  direction  for  geothermal  development  around  the 
Scenic  Area  is  equally  confusing.   On  page  5,  the  RHP  mentions 
consideration  of  a  1  mile  buffer  zone  around  the  MBNFSA.   On 
pages  9  and  101,  the  RMP  mentions  a  "3  mile  buffer  zone  around 
Mono  Lake"  as  part  of  Alternative  3.   On  page  68,  the  RMP 
proposes,  for  Alternative  3,  "Yearlong  protection  within  1  mile 
of  the  Mono  Basin  National  Forest  Scenic  Area  to  protect  the 
viewshed."  What  degree  of  protection  to  resources  is  actually 
proposed  in  Alternative  3? 

As  previously  stated,  we  are  concerned  with  your  statement 
on  page  71  of  the  RMP  that: 

"Specific  restrictions  on  geothermal  and  salable 
minerals  development  and  rights-of-way  were  considered 
in  Alternative  3  to  protect  the  Mono  Basin  scenery. 
These  restrictions  are  not  part  of  the  proposed  action 
because  the  VRM  II  classification  will  adequately 
protect  the  visual  resources  near  Mono  Lake." 
Given  the  outstanding  scenic  values  of  the  MBNFSA  and  the  strong 
emphasis  placed  on  maintaining  and  enhancing  visual  quality  in 
the  Scenic  Area's  CMP,  we  question  whether  the  VRM  II 
classification  is  strong  or  binding  enough.   It  is  our 
understanding  that  BLM's  visual  guidelines  may  be  amended  if  a 
proposed  action  conflicts  with  VRM  objectives.   Therefore,  your 
proposal  to  place  a  minimum  3  mile  buffer  zone  around  the  MBNFSA 
would  be  much  more  effective  in  protection  of  scenic  and  other 
natural  values  in  of  the  Mono  Basin.. 

Finally,  in  the  event  of  future  leases,  unless  there  is  a 
significant  increase  in  the  level  of  environmental  documentation 
and  analysis  in  this  EIS,  an  additional  EIS  will  need  to  be 
completed . 

V.  Desired  Plant  Communities 

We  commend  the  BLM  for  attempting  to  implement  a  proactive 
management  strategy  by  using  the  concept  of  Desired  Plant 
Communities  (DPC's)  to  establish  resource  condition  objectives  on 
the  Resource  Area.   However,  we  have  serious  concerns  about  the 
use  of  DPC's  in  place  of  more  comprehensive  management  direction 
for  resource  protection  and  competing  uses,  such  as  livestock 
grazing. 

A  major  concern  relating  to  DPC's  is  that  DPC  treatment  is 
proposed  for  only  104,620  acres  (14%)  of  the  Resource  Area  (p. 36) 
(However,  you  have  defined  DPC's  for  key  vegetation  types 
covering  237,000  acres  (30%)  of  the  Resource  Area  (p. 29);  what  is 
the  distinction  between  DPC  "definition"  and  DPC  "treatment?") 
We  infer  from  your  document  that  vegetation  for  the  rest  of  the 
Resource  Area  will  be  managed  under  the  "status  quo",  i.e.  the 
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existing  grazing  EIS's  for  the  MFP's. 
200  of  the  RMP, 


Indeed,  as  stated  on  page 


"The  other  642,000  acres  of  vegetation  in  the  resource 
area  would  remain  in  their  present  condition  for  the 
long  term. "   (emphasis  added) . 

Why  shouldn't  the  entire  Resource  Area  should  be  managed  for 
DPC  conditions?  Doesn't  the  BLM  have  an  obligation  to  monitor 
and  maintain  wildlife  habitat  and  plant  communities  throughout 
the  entire  Resource  Area?  We  recognize  your  attempt  to  give 
priority  treatment  to  those  lands  that  provide  the  most  critical 
wildlife  and  fisheries  habitat,  and  concur  that  these  lands 
should  receive  management  emphasis.   However,  the  remainder  of 
the  Resource  Area  cannot  be  legally  neglected. 

It  is  difficult  for  the  public  and  other  agencies  to  assess 
the  potential  effectiveness  of  DPC  management  when  no  maps  are 
provided  that  show  the  areas  proposed  for  DPC  treatment.   In  your 
final  RMP/EIS,  please  disclose  the  locations  for  proposed  DPC 
treatment  under  each  alternative. 

The  use  of  DPC's  would  be  more  defensible  if  an  explanation 
of  the  process  used  to  formulate  DPC  definitions,  with 
references,  was  provided.   The  DPC  definitions  in  Appendix  1 
appear  to  be  well  thought  out,  but  what  sources  or  guidelines 
were  used  to  develop  your  definitions?  On  what  ecological  data 
are  DPC  definitions  based? 

In  order  for  DPC  management  to  be  effective,  an  extremely 
intensive  monitoring  effort  would  be  needed  to  see  that  the  DPC 
definitions/prescriptions  presented  in  Appendix  1  are  being  met. 
Is  monitoring  and  achievement  of  such  conditions  really  feasible 
given  the  limited  budget  upon  which  the  BLM  operates?  Given 
BLM's  dubious  track  record  (see  below)  with  respect  to 
implementation  of  grazing  management  decisions  based  on  1981-82 
EISs,  and  needed  changes  made  based  upon  monitoring  of  resources, 
we  are  not  confident  that  DPC  program  goals  would  be  met. 

VI.  Grazing 

Livestock  grazing  has  conflicted  and  continues  to  conflict 
seriously  with  wildlife  abundance  and  diversity,  and  quality  of 
habitat  in  the  Mono  Basin  and  on  surrounding  Bureau  lands.   The 
CMP  for  the  MBNFSA  documents  damage  done  by  grazing  to  Scenic 
Area  resources.   The  RMP/EIS  presents  overwhelming  evidence 
(particularly  in  Chapter  III)  that  livestock  grazing,  under 
current  management  practices,  has  severely  affected  wildlife 
fisheries,  vegetation,  water  quality,  soils  and  other  resources 
of  the  Resource  Area.   Disappearance  of  perennial  native  grasses, 
forbs  and  herbs,  as  well  as  seed  or  root  sources  is  severe  in 
many  areas  (see  Thomas  C.  Fletcher,  Paiute.  Prospector.  Pioneer 
1987).   Livestock  destruction  of  habitat  for,  and  competition 
with,  mule  deer,  pronghorn  antelope,  sage  grouse,  vesper  sparrow 
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(a  good  indicator  of  Great  Basin  grassland  community) ,  riparian- 
dependent  and  marsh-nesting  waterfowl,  continues  under  current 
management  practices. 

Grazing  impacts  transcend  BLM  borders  into  the  Scenic  Area, 
as  neither  wildlife  nor  livestock  are  confined  by  artificial 
boundaries.   Seasonal  use  patterns  typically  move  livestock  into 
and  out  of  the  Scenic  Area  from  adjacent  Bureau  lands.   The 
RMP/EIS  states  that  there  are  5  allotments  that  are  jointly 
managed  by  the  BLM  and  the  Forest  Service  (the  CMP  and  EIS  for 
the  MBNFSA  note  (p. 126)  that  there  are  6  such  allotments;  which 
is  correct?)   BLM  management  of  these  allotments  thus  directly 
affects  lands  in  the  Scenic  Area. 

These  AMP's  that  jointly  cover  Bureau  lands  and  National 
-rest  Scenic  Area  lands  should  be  prioritized  for  development  or 
revision.   The  goal  of  the  Scenic  Area  with  respect  to  grazing  is 
to  "Phase  out  grazing  over  time  on  National  Forest  lands"  (CMP, 
p,32).   Direction  is  given  in  the  CMP  to  work  with  the  BLM  to 
achieve  this  goal.   We  look  forward  to  working  with  you  and  the 
Forest  Service  on  the  development  or  revision  of  these  AMP's  in  a 
timely  manner. 

We  are  very  disappointed  that  BLM  decided  not  to  revise  its 
Benton-Owens  Valley  and  Bodie-Coleville  Planning  Area  EIS 
documents  (nearly  a  decade  old)  with  respect  to  grazing  issues. 
We  made  this  request  in  our  letter  to  you  of  March  20,  1989, 
which  we  attach  and  incorporate  by  reference  (Attachment  #2) . 
Please  review  this  letter,  in  which  we  outline  the  continuing 
conflicts  between  grazing  and  biological  and  scenic  resources  and 
the  direct  impacts  on  Scenic  Area  wildlife  resources  from  grazing 
management  practices  on  BLM  lands. 

You  indicated  to  us  (letter  to  MLC,  March  30,  1989, 
Attachment  #3)  that  "new  decisions"  would  be  made  where  needed 
and  "will  be  addressed  in  the  RMP,"  but  that  "previous  planning 
decisions  which  have  been  analyzed  through  the  NEPA  process,  and 
are  still  viable  decisions  will  be  carried  forward  without 
additional  analysis."  While  we  appreciate  your  attempt  to 
address  these  problems  through  DPC  management,  we  do  not  believe 
that  use  of  DPC's  is  an  adequate  substitute  for  addressing 
decisions  made  in  the  grazing  EIS's  nearly  ten  years  ago.   These 
decisions  -  specifically  utilization  rates  and  stocking  levels  - 
affect  thousands  of  acres  of  BLM  lands  and  deserved  to  be 
reexamined. 

We  submit  that  the  draft  EIS/RMP  fails  to  adequately 
document  the  viability  of  these  previous  decisions  and  does  not 
provide  a  sufficient  level  of  detail  to  assert  with  confidence 
that  biological  and  scenic  values  will  not  continue  to 
deteriorate  under  any  alternative  presented. 

The  RMP  states  (p. 38)  that 

"Alternatives  dealing  with  levels  of  use  in  certain 
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grazing  allotments  were  considered  but  eliminated  from 
further  study  because  current  decisions  from  the 
Benton-Owens  Valley  and  Bodie-Coleville  grazing  EIS's 
allow  changes  based  upon  monitoring  of  the  resource." 
The  above  statement  implies  that  changes  related  to  grazing  have 
been  enacted  or  will  be  made  in  the  future.   No  information  is 
presented  explaining  what  monitoring  has  been  done  over  the  past 
ten  years,  the  results  of  the  monitoring,  nor  what  management 
changes  have  been  made  in  the  past  ten  years,  or  will  be  made  in 
response  to  your  monitoring  results.   Your  letter  of  March  30, 
1989,  promised  that  such  information  would  be  "addressed  in  the 
RMP." 

In  order  to  justify  incorporating  by  reference  the  1981-1982 
grazing  EIS's  and  decisions  made  therein,  please  include  in  your 
final  document  the  necessary  data  that  is  lacking  in  the  draft 
document . 

VII.  Wildlife.  Fisheries  and  Riparian  Resources 

The  Mono  Lake  Committee  commends  you  for  your  efforts  to 
protect  and  enhance  wildlife,  fisheries  and  riparian  resources  in 
Alternative  3,  the  Natural  Resources  Enhancement  Alternative. 
Descriptions  of  and  impacts  to  harvest  wildlife  species, 
fisheries  and  riparian  resources  have  been  generally  well- 
documented  in  the  RMP  and  EIS  in  Chapters  III  and  IV. 

Unfortunately,  the  emphasis  throughout  the  draft  RMP/EIS  is 
weighted  towards  harvest  species.   Threatened,  Endangered, 
candidate  and  sensitive  wildlife  species  are  briefly  described, 
but  in  many  instances,  details  are  not  provided  of  reasonably 
foreseeable  actions  that  may  adversely  affect  these  species.   In 
your  final  document,  please  provide  additional  information  and 
analysis  relative  to  these  species,  as  per  the  requirements  of 
the  Endangered  Species  Act  and  the  BLM  Manual. 

We  are  pleased  with  the  documentation  of  riparian  habitat 
conditions  and  impacts  in  the  EIS,  and  with  measures  proposed  to 
protect,  enhance  and  restore  riparian  resources.    However, 
priority  should  be  given  to  the  complete  inventory  and  protection 
of  all  riparian  areas,  and  not  solely  those  proposed  for  DPC 
treatment  in  your  preferred  alternative. 

Protection  and  enhancement  of  wildlife  habitat  would  be 
greatly  furthered  by  adoption  of  the  70  additional  Standard 
Operating  Procedures  (SOP's)  proposed  by  the  California 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game.   We  support  adoption  of  these  SOP's 
in  their  entirety. 

VIII.  Conclusion 

We  believe  that  the  Bureau  has  truly  attempted  to  take  a 
proactive  approach  with  regards  to  resource  management  in  the 
eastern  Sierra.   However,  the  RMP  and  EIS  need  to  provide  more 
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information  on  issues  of  concern  to  the  public.   Necessary  data 
must  be  disclosed  to  support  conclusions  made  in  the  RMP  and  EIS. 
Finally,  your  document  should  be  better  organized  so  that  the 
proposed  action  and  alternatives  are  clearly  delineated,  and  the 
environmental  impacts  of  implementation  of  the  alternatives  are 
adequately  disclosed. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the 
draft  RMP  and  EIS,  and  for  your  hard  work  on  behalf  of  the 
outstanding  natural  resources  of  the  eastern  Sierra.   Please 
contact  us  if  we  may  be  of  any  assistance  or  can  offer  further 
clarification  of  our  comments. 


Sincerely, 


TVuJLUf^ 


Sally  Mille 

Eastern  sierra  Representative 


Ilene  Handelbaum 
Associate  Director 


attachments: 

#1  -  letter,  Mono  Lake  Committee  to  Ed  Hastey,  11/26/84 

#2  -  letter.  Mono  Lake  Committee  to  Mike  Ferguson,  3/20/89 

#3  -  letter,  Mike  Ferguson  to  Mono  Lake  Committee,  3/30/89 


THEMONO  LAKECOMMITTEE 


P  O  Bo*  29 

Lm  Vlnina.  CA  933  41 

(619)647-6386 


1  3  S  5  Wait  wood  Blvd/Suit.  2  1  2 

Loo  Angolea,  CA  90024 

(213)  477-8229 


November  26,  1984 

Ed  Hastey 

State  Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

2800  Cottage  Way 

Sacramento,  CA  95825 

Dear  Mr.  Hastey, 

In  re  Appeal  of  the  Dismissal  of  the  Protest  by  the  Mono  Lake  Committee 

to   the  Decision  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to  Approve  Competitive 

Geothermal  Lease  Sale  CA  13616  in  the  Mono-Long  Valley  KGRA  -  Lease  Block  II 

We  are  in  receipt  of  your  Ie"tter  (3200,  CA-922.5)  of  November  21,  1984, 
informing  us  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  will  attach  the  following 
stipulation  to  all  Mono-Long  Valley  tracts  that  were  offered  in  the  July  1983 
geothermal  lease  sale: 

"The  use  of  water  resources  in  the  Mono-Long  Valley  region  is  of 
critical  concern.  All  operator  proposals  will  be  carefully  evaluated 
for  potential  impacts  to  the  quality  and  supply  of  surface  and  ground- 
water resources.  Depending  on  the  availability  of  surface  or  ground- 
waters, use  of  such  waters  for  geothermal  exploration  and  development 
may  be  restricted.  Proposals  which  would  result  in  unacceptable  impacts 
to  those  resources' will  not  be  approved  or  will  require  modification." 

With  the  understanding  that  this  stipulation  will  be  attached  to  the 
above  referenced  leases  when  they  are  issued,  the  Mono  Lake  Committee  hereby 
withdraws  our  appeal  of  November  16,'  1984. 

We  appreciate  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  has  given  serious 
recognition  to  our  concerns  on  water  use  resulting  from  geothermal  develop- 
ment. We  look  forward  to  continuing  our  participation  in  the  public  review 
process  for  geothermal  exploration  and  development  in  this  region. 

Thank  you  for  your  help  and  consideration  in  this  matter. 


Sincere! 


CV*-*=> 


David  GalnesN 
Chairman 


IBLA,  Arlington,  VA 
Regional  Solicitor,  Sacramento,  CA 
Union  Oil,  Los  Angeles,  CA 
Sierra  Club,  San  Francisco,  CA 
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CERTIFICATE  OF  SERVICE 

I  an  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  of  America  and  a  resident  of  the  State 
of  California.  I  am  over  18  years  of  age.  My  address  is  P.O.  Box  29,  Lee 
Vining.  CA  93541. 

On  November  16,'  1984  I  served  a  true  copy  of 

NOTICE  OF  APPEAL 

un  thu  following  persons  by  placing  said  copies,  in  sealed  envelopes  with 

postage  fully  prepaid  and  addressed  as  indicated  below,  and  placing  said 

envelopes  in  the  United  States  Hail  at  Lee  Vining,  California: 


Regional  Solicitor 

Pacific  Southwest  Region 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

Federal  Building 

Room  E-2753 

2800  Cottage  Way  . 

Sacramento,  CA  95825 


Ed  Hastey 

State  Director,  BLM 

Federal  Bulling 

Room  E-2841 

2800  Cottage  Way 

Sacramento,  CA  95825 

Interior  Board  of  Land  Appeals 
Office  of  Hearings  and  Appeals 
Department  of  the  Interior 
4015  Wilson  Blvd. 
Arlington,  VA  22203 


I  certify  under  penalty  of  perjury  that  the  foregoing  is  true  and  correct. 
Executed  on  November  16,  1984  at  Lee  Vining,  CA. 


CwJ 


David  Gaines 


es  I 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

OFFICE  OF  HEARINGS  AND  APPEALS 

BOARD  OF  LAND  APPEALS 


In  re: 


Dismissal  of  Protest  by  the  Mono 
Lake  Committee  to  the  Decision  by 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to 
approve  Competitive  Geothermnl 
Lease  Sale  CA  13616  In  the  Mono- 
Long  Valley  KGRA  -  Lease  Block  II 


Mono  Lake  Committee, 


Appellant 


IBLA 


NOTICE  OF  APPEAL 


The  Mono  Lake  Committee  has  protested  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
the  -above  referenced  Decision  and  has  not  received  satisfaction  through 
that  review  process.   The  Protest  was  dismissed  on  October  11,  1984  and 
received  '  by ' the  Appellant  on  October  17,  1984.  For  this  reason  the 
Mono  Lake  Committee  hereby  appeals  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's 
action  to  issue  11  Competitive  Geothermal  Leases  with  special  stipulations 
on  the  Inyo  National  Forest  (Mono-Long  Valley  KGRA)  pursuant  to  the  Lease 
Sale  (CA  13616}  of  July  1983. 

As  provided  in  43  C.F.R.  4.21(a),  the  timely  filing  of  this  notice  of 
appeal  suspends  the  action  herein  appealed,-  prohibiting  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  from  issuing  competitive  leases  of  the  lands  in  question 
while  this  appeal  is  pending. 


DATED:   I  Co  tvfo-v.,  I99y 


Respectfully  submitted, 


David  Gaines 

Cha  irman 

Mono  Lake  Committee 

P.O.  Box  29 

Lee  Vining,  CA  93541 
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THEMONO  LAKECOMMITTEE 


P.O.  Box  29 

Lee  Vining,  CA  93541 

(619)  647-6595 


1355  Westwood  Blvd./Suite  6 

Los  Angeles,  CA  90024 

(213)  477-6229 


March  20,  1989 

Hike  Ferguson 

Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

787  N.  Main  St.,  Suite  P 

Bishop,  CA  93514 

Dear  Mr.  Fergusen, 

I  am  writing  on  behalf  of  the  Mono  Lake  Committee  concerning 
the  "draft  Planning  Criteria  &  Pre-planning  Analysis,  Bishop 
Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)."   We  respectfully  request  that 
your  planning  team  reconsider  its  decision  to  omit  grazing  as  a 
critical  issue  to  be  addressed  in  the  planning  analysis.   We 
believe  that  the  planning  process  will  be  seriously  impaired  by 
the  failure  to  consider  the  relationship  between  grazing 
management  and  deteriorating  wildlife  habitat  and  visual 
conditions  in  the  Bishop  Resource  Area. 

We  have  learned  from  the  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  that 
BLM's  monitoring  records  (1980-1988)  for  the  Bodie  Planning  Unit 
show  an  alarming  trend  of  decline  in  the  physical  condition  of 
riparian  wildlife  habitat  and  aspen  groves,  and  in  deer,  antelope 
and  sage  grouse  populations. 

The  effects  of  grazing  on  wildlife,  fisheries  and  watershed 
conditions  are  increasingly  well  documented  in  the  literature. 
It  is  inexcusable  that  while  the  management  emphasis  on  most  BLM 
lands  is  grazing,  BLM's  NEPA-mandated  planning  document  excludes 
these  practices  from  re-evaluation. 

"A  RMP  is  needed  to  respond  to  and  re-emphasize  all  issues, 
address  new  issues  that  have  developed  in  the  last  few  years  and 
provide  complete  compliance  with  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act"  (pg.  1  of  draft  analysis) .   Thus,  according  to  its 
own  criteria,  BLM  must  address  the  continuing  conflict  of  grazing 
management  with  its  responsibility  of  protecting  biological 
resources.   None  of  the  decisions  listed  as  needed  to  resolve 
"wildlife  and  sensitive  plant  and  animal  species"  issues  (pages 
6-7  of  draft)  can  be  made  without  re-examination  of  the  grazing 
issue . 

The  draft  analysis  refers  to  the  "Management  Framework 
Plans"  (MFP's)  for  the  Benton-Owens  Valley  (1982)  and  Bodie- 
Coleville  (1983)  Planning  Areas,  as  providing  all  the  framework 
necessary  for  grazing  management  decisions.   However,  it  appears 
from  Fish  and  Game's  evaluation,  that  these  documents,  now 
several  years  old,  have  failed  to  provide  the  guidance  necessary 
to  resolve  grazing/biological  resources  conflicts.   To  proceed 
with  the  development  of  an  umbrella  Resource  Area-wide  Management 


Plan,  in  exclusion  of  the  grazing  issue,  will  result  in  a 
piecemeal  planning  process  and  inadequate  environmental  impact 
assessment. 

In  addition,  we  submit  that  the  creation  of  the  Mono  Basin 
National  Forest  Scenic  Area  (MBNFSA)  in  1984,  is  also  a  "new 
issue"  that  has  developed  since  the  issuance  of  the  1982-83  MFPs. 
The  Scenic  Area  and  the  BLM  share  a  large  common  boundary  to  the 
north  and  east  of  Mono  Lake.   Management  activities  on  BLM  lands, 
in  particular  grazing,  have  a  profound  affect  on  Scenic  Area 
resources,  and  vice-versa. 

The  Mono  Lake  Committee  is  necessarily  concerned  with  the 
management  practices  on  BLM  lands  surrounding  the  MBNFSA  because 
neither  wildlife  populations  nor  scenic  vistas  know  artificial 
boundaries.   The  ecological  health,  biological  diversity  and 
recreational  values  within  the  Scenic  Area  are  directly  affected 
by  the  management  of  BLM  lands  upland  of  the  Scenic  Area.   For 
example,  seasonal  use  patterns  typically  move  livestock  in  and 
out  of  the  Scenic  Area  from  adjoining  BLM  and  private  lands. 
Uplands,  which  sometimes  serve  as  early  staging  areas  are  often 
overgrazed  and  riparian  areas  heavily  impacted,  contributing  to 
water  quality  problems  in  Scenic  Area  water  courses.   Migratory 
species,  especially  deer,  arrive  in  the  Scenic  Area  in  a  weakened 
state  with  poor  fawn  recruitment,  when  winter  range  conditions  on 
BLM  lands  have  deteriorated  and  critical  habitat  in  riparian 
corridors  is  devastated  by  livestock. 

Although  riparian  habitat  supports  more  wildlife  than  any 
other  habitat  in  the  arid  Eastern  Sierra,  some  60%  of  this  rare 
habitat  in  the  Mono  Basin  has  been  lost  due  to  water  diversions. 
Unfortunately,  the  remaining  riparian  areas  throughout  the  basin 
have  received  concentrated  grazing  abuse:  there  has  been 
virtually  no  protection  for  wildlife  or  human  uses  for  these 
areas. 

The  aesthetics  of  overgrazing  should  also  be  addressed.  The 
degradation  of  the  landscape  from  grazing  mis-management  is 
highly  visible,  the  more  dramatic  examples  being:  the  prevalent 
barren  moonscapes  that  are  sheep  bedding  areas  (often  adjacent  to 
streams  or  wetlands  or  in  meadows) ,  or  the  clouds  of  dust  that 
denote  where  a  thousand  head  of  sheep  trample  the  vegetation  and 
soils,  or  the  lack  of  streamside  vegetation  where  sheep  go  to 
water  and  collapse  stream  banks.   The  resulting  landscape 
demonstrates  a  highly  questionable  resource  tradeoff  for  BLM 
lands  in  a  region  where  recreational  tourism  is  the  base  of  the 
economy . 

There  is  a  strong  public  mandate  to  manage  the  adjacent  Mono 
Basin  National  Forest  Scenic  Area  for  the  preservation  and 
restoration  of  wildlife  habitat  and  other  natural  values.  (Please 
consult  with  the  Scenic  Area  planning  team  on  the  responses  they 
have  received  to  their  draft  plan.)   The  draft  Scenic  Area  Plan 
states  the  intention  of  phasing-out  grazing.   Given  that  BLM  and 
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the  Scenic  Area  share  certain  grazing  allotments,  this  issue 
cannot  be  ignored.  It  would  be  prudent  if  both  agencies 
collaborated  on  how  this  reprloritization  should  translate  into 
management  in  the  field. 

In  conclusion,  we  request  that  BLM  undertake  a  full  analysis 
of  the  cumulative  impacts  of  its  grazing  program  on  the 
biological  and  scenic  resources  of  BLM  and  adjacent  lands  when 
preparing  the  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan. 


Sincerely, 

Ilene  Mandelbaum 

Eastern  Sierra  Representative 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
BISHOP  RESOURCE  AREA 

787  NORTH  MAIN.  SUITE  P 
BISHOP.  CALIFORNIA  935I4-249S 


mhhcaS 


IN  REPLY  REFF.lt  TO: 


1614 

(CA-017) 


March  30,  1989 


Ms.  Ilene  Mandelbaum 
The  Mono  Lake  Committee 
P.O.  Box  29 
Lee  Vining,  CA  93S41 

Dear  Ms.  Mandelbaum: 

Thank  you  for  your  recent  letter  regarding  the  draft  Planning  Criteria  for  the 
Bishop  RMP.  The  success  of  the  entire  RMP  process  hinges  on  public  participation. 
The  Bureau  appreciates  the  input  provided  by  The  Mono  Lake  Committee  over  the 
years  and  your  participation  in  the  RMP  scoping  meetings. 

As  a  result  of  your  comments  and  the  comments  of  others  we  are  revising  the 
Planning  Criteria  to  clarify  how  grazing  will  be  dealt  with  in  the  Bishop  RMP.  A 
great  deal  of  thought,  discussion  and  public  participation  has  gone  into  the 
question  of  how  to  deal  with  livestock  grazing  in  the  RMP. 

Certain  livestock  grazing  decisions  made  in  the  1982  and  1983  Management  Framework 
Plans  for  the  Benton-0wen3  Valley  and  Bodie-Coleville  Planning  Areas  are  still 
valid.  Examples  of  such  decisions  include:  allotment  boundaries;  class  of 
livestock,  types  of  grazing  treatments  that  might  be  used  to  meet  the  objectives 
of  a  given  area;  certain  constraints  such  as  riparian  or  sage  grouse  strutting 
ground  protection;  etc.  In  areas  where  these  previous  decisions  are  still 
appropriate,  they  will  be  carried  forward  without  further  analysis. 

Some  other  aspects  of  livestock  grazing  are  controlled  by  Bureau  policy  and  do  not 
require  planning  decisions.  These  aspects  will  not  be  included  in  the  RMP. 
Examples  include:  allotment  categorization;  and  initial  stocking  rates  (which  are 
to  be  adjusted  based  on  monitoring  data). 

However,  there  are  a  number  of  new  decisions  which  do  need  to  be  made  relative  to 
livestock  grazing.  In  some  cases,  previous  plans  did  not  resolve  whether 
livestock  grazing  would  be  allowed  in  certain  areas.  In  other  cases,  potential 
changes  in  the  class  of  livestock  were  never  analyzed.  New  conflicts  and 
additional  information  have  surfaced  in  some  areas.  These  aspects  of  the 
livestock  grazing  program  will  be  addressed  in  the  RMP.  The  bottom  line  is  that 
previous  planning  decisions  which  have  been  analyzed  through  the  NEPA  process,  and 
are  still  viable  decisions  will  be  carried  forward  without  additional  analysis. 
New  decisions  will  be  made  in  all  cases,  including  grazing,  where  previous 
decisions  have  not  worked,  were  not  analyzed,  or  for  which  new  information  has 
become  available. 
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lou  are  correct  in  the  statement,  "creation  of  the  Mono  Basin  National  Forest 
Scenic  Area  (MBNFSA)  in  1984,  is  also  a  new  issue.  .  .  since  the  1982-83  MFPs , " 
One  component  of  the  RMP  process  is  coordination  with  other  existing  plans  and 
management  direction  of  adjacent  lands.  The  interaction  between  the  Scenic  Area 
and  adjacent  BLM  lands  will  be  fully  analyzed  in  the  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (EIS)  prepared  for  the  RMP.  The  management  plan  for  the  Scenic  Area, 
and  all  other  management  plans  in  the  area  will  be  used  as  input  to  the  RMP. 

One  common  misconception  is  that  the  primary  management  emphasis  on  BLM  lands  is 
livestock  grazing.  BLM  is  a  multiple  use  agency  with  equal  responsibilities  for 
managing  tremendously  important  wildlife  habitat,  cultural  and  historical  values, 
scenic  values,  mineral  resources,  outdoor  recreation  opportunities,  wild  horses, 
hydroelectric  and  geothermal  development  as  well  as  livestock  grazing  and  a  number 
of  other  programs  and  resource  values.  Therefore,  the  RMP  and  associated  EIS  will 
undertake  a  full  analysis  of  the  cumulative  effects  of  all  Bureau  programs  on  all 
resource  values  on  public  lands  and  adjacent  lands  and  management  programs. 

I  he  this  clarifies  some  of  your  concerns.  If  you  would  like  to  discuss  the  RMP 
or  any  other  programs  in  the  Bishop  Resource  Area,  please  feel  free  to  contact  tie 
at  the  above  address  or  by  telephone  at  (619)  872-4881. 


Sincerely, 


Michael  A.  Ferguson 
Area  Manager 


cc:  Holden  Brink,  Bishop  Resource  Area 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  157  (The  Mono  Lake  Committee) 

157-1)    See  general  response  for  watershed  withdrawals  (p.5-8). 

1 57-2)  Visual  Resource  Management  (VRM)  Class  I  is  assigned  to  areas 
designated  as  scenic  ACECs,  wilderness  areas,  etc.  No  special 
designation  was  prescribed  for  the  Mono  Basin  by  the  Bureau. 
Additionally,  Congress  geographically  designated  the  Mono 
Basin  National  Forest  Scenic  Area  (MBNFSA)  based  on  the 
area's  most  important  scenic  values.  Since  Bureau  lands 
comprise  the  background  viewsheds,  we  prescribed  a  VRM 
class  that  was  compatible  with  the  public  land  scenic  values, 
MBNFSA  management,  and  congressional  intent.  Please  see 
responses  90-2  and  100-66  for  further  information. 

157-3,4,5)     See  general  response  for  geothermal  (p.5-15). 

157-6)    See  response  100-175. 

The  RMP  is  not  intended  to  propose  development  guidelines 
and  stipulations  for  future  projects  of  unknown  likelihood, 
unknown  size,  and  unknown  locations.  As  you  state,  site 
specific  EISs  will  be  required  if  and  when  projects  are  proposed. 

157-7)    Please  see  responses  90-2  and  80-12. 

157-8  - 1 1)     Please  refer  to  the  DPC  general  statement  (p.  5-10). 

1 57-1 2)  There  are  five  allotments  within  the  Mono  Basin  National  Forest 
Scenic  Area  that  are  jointly  managed  by  the  Bureau  and  the 
Forest  Service. 

157-13)    Please  see  the  "Grazing"  general  response  (p.5-1 1). 

1 57-1 4)  Please  refer  to  responses  1 00-3, 1 00-4,  and  93-3.  Also  note  the 
analysis  for  these  species  is  under  the  title  of  "Impact  on 
Special  Status  Species"  in  the  final  plan. 
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157-15)  An  inventory  of  streams  and  springs  has  been  in  process  since 
1977.  We  continue  to  update  our  aquatic  habitat  data  base  as 
time  and  money  permit.  Our  present  emphasis  for  aquatic  area 
inventory  is  physical  condition  of  springs  and  their  channels  plus 
species  living  in  the  water  column.  There  are  AMG  and  SOP 
statements  which  directly  address  riparian  area  management. 

157-16)  See  response  154-53. 
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Jack  Shipley 
P.O.  Box  515 
Bridgeport,  CA. 
Jan.  14,  1991 


93517 


Michael  Ferguson,  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
787  N.  Main  St.,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA   93514 


SUBJECT: 


DRAFT  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  FOR  BISHOP  RES. 
AREA;   COMMENTS 


Dear  Mr.  Ferguson  and  B.R.A.  Staff: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the 
September,  1991  Draft  of  the  Bishop  Resource  Area  Resource 
Management  Plan.  Please  retain  my  name  on  your  mailing  list 
as  an  ''affected  citizen",  and  send  me  all  future  materials 
regarding  your  planning  efforts  which  impact  the  Bodie  Hills. 
Thanks ! 

Basically,  the  B.R.A.  is  to  be  congratulated  for  putting 
together  a  good  document.  You  obviously  have  some  very 
competent  people  working  hard  on  the  Plan.  The  preferred 
alternative  (Alt.  IV)  is  a  major  step  forward  in 
conscientious  planning  and  resource  management.  I 
personally  believe  that  the  resource  enhancement  alternative 
(Alt.  Ill)  is  better  and  should  be  adopted.  However,  given 
the  difficult  political  realities  of  the  present,  Alt.  IV  is 
an  acceptable  compromise  in  most  respects,  and  should  be 
agreeable  to  everyone.  The  following  are  my  suggestions  for 
improvement  or  clarification  of  the  preferred  alternative. 

MINERALS 

The  greatest  weakness  in  the  draft  R.M.P.--and  the 
greatest  present  problem  threatening  Inyo  and  Mono  Counties- 
-is  a  virtually  uncontrolled  rush  toward  massive  mineral  ex- 
ploitation, especially  by  open-pit  methods.  The  R.M.P.  has 
seriously  under-reported  the  potential  damage.  For  example, 
under  the  worst  scenario  (Alt.  II,  p.  8),  you  expect  only 
1500  total  acres  of  disturbance  for  locateable  minerals  and 
850  acres  for  saleable.  In  actuality,  a  single  modern  gold 
operation  will  disturb  1500  acres  almost  immediately.  If 
gold  prices  are  strong,  and  the  present  lack  of  B.L.M. 
control  continues,  we  could  see  as  many  as  ten  such  open 
pits  within  ten  years  in  these  two  counties. 

Rational  restrictions  need  to  be  put  in  place  now,  with 
the  following  reasoning:  (1)  A  natural  area  can  easily  be 
torn  apart,  but  never,  or  only  at  great  expense,  be  put  back 
together;  so  we  should  always  err  on  the  side  of  caution, 
especially  in  our  area.  (2)  No  properly  conservative 
steward  spends  (i.e.  extracts)  all  his  wealth  immediately; 
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so  we  should  deliberately  withhold  most  of  our  resources  for 
future  generations. 

I  recommend  Alt.  Ill  as  an  absolute  minimum  for  the 
Bodie  Hills;  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Bodie  Bowl  all 
development,  patenting,  and  future  locating  should  be 
suspended.  An  effort  should  be  made  to  buy  back  or  trade 
for  valid  present  claims  and  patents.  Geothermal 
development  should  also  be  prohibited. 

LAND  OWNERSHIP 

It  is  incomprehensible  that  the  B.L.M.  opens  large 
amounts  of  land  for  entry  as  mining  claims,  utility 
corridors,  grazing  allotments,  and  even  for  sale  for 
"community  expansion",  all  of  which  represent  private  profit 
at  the  expense  of  resource  damage.  At  the  same  time  the 
Bureau  remains  totally  tight-fisted  against  higher  public 
uses  and  protection  of  the  same  land.  For  example,  the 
State  of  California  has  requested  repeatedly  for  over  25 
years  to  be  allowed  to  give  greater  protection  to  the  Bodie 
area,  whose  cultural  and  natural  features  are  of  national 
significance.  The  B.L.M. 's  refusal  to  cooperate  has  now 
produced  a  situation  wherein  those  resources  will  suffer  a 
major,  permanent  disfigurement,  possibly  beginning  as  early 
as  this  year. 

No  Federal  land  should  be  sold  for  development. 
Patenting  of  mining  claims  should  be  suspended,  and  the 
location  of  claims  should  be  disallowed  around  all  ten 
A.C.E.C.'s  of  Alt.  III.  In  the  case  of  Bodie,  the  approx. 
7,200  acres  of  the  Bodie  Bowl  and  surrounding  historically 
and  naturally  important  area  (from  the  railroad  grade  to 
Rough  Creek)  should  be  ceded  either  to  the  National  Park 
Service  or  to  the  State  of  California,  either  one  of  which 
could  provide  the  protection  it  needs  and  deserves. 

UTILITY  CORRIDORS 

Similarly,  it  is  irresponsible  to  promote  development  of 
new  utility  corridors.  The  primary  stimuJus  for  giving  away 
control  of  a  half-mile  wide  path  through  pristine  country  is 
to  save  Southern  California  utility  companies  a  few  dollars. 
Would  you  cede  to  me  a  half-mile  plot  for  my  retirement 
cabin,  so  I  could  save  a  few  dollars  on  real  estate  costs? 
Let  these  companies  instead  use  the  slightly  more  expensive, 
longer  routes  that  have  already  been  sacrificed  to  them. 
Better  yet,  let  them  simply  learn  to  conserve  energy. 

GRAZING 

By  not  setting  clear  limits  on  livestock  damage,  and 
under-estimating  what  damage  exists,  the  R.M.P.  abdicates 
the  Federal  responsibility  in  a  sensitive  and  important 
issue.  The  B.L.M.  is  essentially  playing  a  shell  game:  if 
people  complain  about  the  blatant  destruction  of  a  certain 
riparian  area,   the  livestock  is  simply  shunted  off  to 
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another  place.  Presumably,  if  the  cows  and  sheep  get  moved 
far  enough,  the  complaining  stops.  The  damage,  however, 
does  not.  The  only  real  solution  is  reducing  stocking 
levels.  Greatly  reducing  stocking  levels.  Over -management 
(e.g.  the  grossly  excessive  fencing  program,  water 
"developments",  etc.)  are  not  a  solution — merely  another 
expensive  subsidy  of  an  un-economic  industry — and  another 
disaster  for  wildlife.   Get  it  together,  guys." 

The  problems  caused  by  the  livestock  industry  are 
routinely  under-reported  by  Federal  agencies.  For  example, 
in  the  R.M.P.  draft,  in  its  discussion  of  the  impacts  of  the 
different  alternatives,  there  is  no  mention  of  the 
degradation  of  wildlife  habitat  from  the  runaway  fencing 
program. 

Finally,  I  disagree  with  the  recommendation  to  change 
from  cattle  to  sheep  in  sensitive  parts  of  the  Bodie  Hills. 
Sheep,  although  more  manageable,  are  much  more  thoroughly 
destructive  of  flora,  and  sheepherders  are  famous  for 
killing  as  many  native  predators  as  possible. 

AREAS  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERN 

I  strongly  support  your  efforts  to  protect  more 
irreplaceable  places  as  A.C.E.C.'s  (p.  64-65).  Alt.  Ill's 
proposed  totaL  of  ten  is  the  best.  Especially  important  is 
the  full-sized  Bodie  Mtn.  A.C.E.C.,  including  Bodie  and 
Potato  Peaks,  Rough  Creek,  and  the  unique  (but  seriously 
threatened)  Dry  Lakes  Plateau.  Also  to  be  recommended  is 
the  Copper  Mtn.  A.C.E.C.,  with  a  grazing  prohibition. 
Similarly,  a  grazing  prohibition  on  a  Conway  Summit  A.C.E.C. 
would  be  an  excellent  idea.  Finally,  the  Travertine 
A.C.E.C,  which  I  strongly  support,  should  be  enlarged  to 
include  other  nearby  springs,  and  have  an  adequate 
surrounding  buffer  zone  of  geothermal  and  mineral 
withdrawals. 

SPECIAL  DESIGNATIONS 

Do  not  waste  time  and  money  designating  "scenic"  and 
"backcounty"  byways,  which  are  contradictions  in  terms 
anyway.  Instead,  we  should  make  a  point  of  doing  just  the 
opposite:  concentrate  disturbance  around  areas  that  have 
already  been  damaged  by  roads,  and  leave  the  real 
backcountry  pristine.  Furthermore,  the  byways  I  am  familiar 
with,  such  as  those  in  the  Bodie  Hills,  already  have  far  to 
much  traffic,  dust  and  deterioration  without  being  further 
advertised. 

Similarly,  it  is  nonsensical  to  establish  high  V.R.M. 
standards  for  roadways  rather  than  open  space:  the  roadway 
is  already  degraded.  On  the  other  hand,  I  would  support  a 
V.R.M.  classification  of  I  for  all  ten  A.C.E.C.'s  of  Alt. 
Ill,  plus  other  prime  areas,  and  V.R.M.  II  for  all  other 
undeveloped  parts  of  the  B.R.A. 
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Finally,  I  support  the  Wild  &  Scenic  classification  of 
all  eligible  streams,  and  at  the  "Wild",  or  least  "Scenic" 
level,  not  "Recreational". 

CONCLUSION 

Overall  the  draft  is  very  good:  the  provisions  dealing 
with  wildlife  deserve  special  praise.  I  support  all  those 
provisions — the  stricter,  the  better.  One  philosophical 
suggestion  that  should  be  made  is:  there  is  more  to  life 
than  money.  Almost  all  justifications  in  the  R.M.P.  are 
made  in  economic  terms — what  about  quality  of  life, 
education,  our  heritage,  and  our  children's  environment? 
Let  me  thank  you  once  again  for  the  opportunity  to  comment, 
and  good  luck  on  the  final  draft. 

Sincerely, 


Jack  Shipley 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  158  (Jack  Shipley) 

1 58-1 )  We  disagree  that  there  is  an  "uncontrolled  rush"  of  mining  activity 
in  Inyo  and  Mono  Counties.  There  is  currently  only  one 
operational  gold  mine  (Snowcaps),  which  is  now  shut  down  due 
to  low  grade  ore.  There  is  much  industry  interest  in  the  Bodie 
Bowl  area,  but  to  date  the  BLM  has  received  no  plans  of 
operation.  Our  development  projections  predict  the  most  likely, 
as  opposed  to  worst/best  case,  scenarios.  Please  see  the 
Bodie  general  response. 

158-2)  In  the  RMP,  proposed  mineral  withdrawals  are  limited  to  areas 
where  mineral  exploration  or  development  would  be  likely  to 
occur  and  where  such  activity  could  not  be  mitigated  to  prevent 
harming  critical  resources.  See  also  the  general  response  for 
Bodie.  Turning  the  Bodie  Bowl  over  to  the  State  of  California  or 
the  National  Park  Service  would  not  extinguish  the  existing 
mineral  rights  which  would  still  be  administered  by  BLM.  It 
would  be  more  difficult  to  manage  the  lands  with  the  resulting 
split  estate  than  it  is  with  the  existing  cooperative  agreement 
between  BLM  and  the  State. 

158-3)  The  corridor  decision  has  been  changed;  please  see  Chapter  2 
(p.2-47)  for  the  revised  decision  and  rationale.  Also  see  the 
general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.5-16). 

Designation  of  a  utility  corridor  would  not  'give  away"  agency 
control  over  the  use  and  management  of  lands  within  the 
corridor.  Every  project  proposed  for  the  corridor  would  be 
subject  to  specific  design,  construction,  and  location 
requirements  as  determined  from  an  environmental  impact 
statement  which  each  proponent  would  be  required  to  prepare. 
Specific  mitigation  measures,  in  addition  to  the  measures 
identified  on  pp.90-91  of  the  draft  RMP,  would  be  applied  to  all 
projects  proposed  within  the  corridor. 
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Concerning  the  use  of  longer  routes,  the  Need  Analysis 
(Appendix  8,  draft  RMP)  states  that  the  need  to  maintain  system 
reliability,  and  the  increasingly  restrictive  use  of  space  in  the  Las 
Vegas  area,  are  greater  concerns  than  is  the  concern  of  route 
distances.  See  also  the  Need  Analysis  section  of  the  general 
response. 

158-4)    Please  see  the  "Grazing*  general  response  (p.5-1 1). 

Fence  projects  are  analyzed  through  an  environmental 
assessment  and  are  designed  to  reduce  impacts  to  wildlife 
habitat.  Any  additional  impacts  are  mitigated.  There  have  been 
three  documented  wildlife  deaths  from  fences  in  this  resource 
area:  one  great  horned  owl,  and  two  deer.  The  deer  were 
caught  in  an  exclosure  fence  that  was  built  to  study  bitterbrush 
seedling  production  in  order  to  determine  rehabilitation  methods 
for  deer  winter  range.  This  exclosure  has  been  removed. 

The  decision  on  the  change  of  use  from  cattle  to  sheep  has 
been  removed  from  the  final  RMP. 

1 58-5)  The  areas  not  included  in  Alternative  4  as  proposed  ACECs  (e.g. 
Alabama  Hills,  Long  Valley,  Copper  Mountain,  Bodie  Mountain) 
are  to  meet  resource  condition  objectives  which  are  measurable 
improvements  compared  to  present  condition. 

Final  plan  Alternative  4  decisions  concerning  the  Travertine  Hot 
Springs  ACEC  protect  natural  resources  through  yearlong 
protection  of  candidate  species  habitat  (i.e.  riparian,  wetland 
areas),  geologic  features,  cultural  and  Native  American  values. 
Also,  the  decision  to  propose  the  area  for  withdrawal  from 
locatable  mineral  (e.g.  silver,  gold)  exploration  and  development 
is  retained. 

1 58-6)  Thank  you  for  your  comments.  They  have  been  considered  and 
noted  for  the  final  RMP. 

In  regard  to  wild  and  scenic  eligibility  and  classification 
determinations,  please  see  response  152-1,  paragraphs  1  and 
5. 
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Mr.  Mike  Ferguson,  Area  Manager 
7S7  North  Main  Street,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  California  93514 


Dear  Mr  .  Fer-gn 


January  15,  1990 


The  -following  comments  represent  our  chapters  input  to  you 
on  your  Draft  RMP/EIS. 

The  Eastern  Sierra  Audubon  Society  regards  the  lands  covered 
by  the  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  to  be  among  the  most 
scenic,  ecologically  and  culturally  valuable  of  all  lands 
administered  by  the  BLM.  Therefore,  we  generally  prefer 
Al  ternat  i  ye  #3. 

1.  East-West  Transmission  Line  Corridor,  We  strongly 
oppose  your  preferred  alternative  through  Soldier  Canyon. 
This  alternative  would  clearly  suffer  the  most  environmental 
damage.  Your  EIS  bears  this  out.  Sensitive  plants  would  be 
impac  ted,  up  to  30  '/.  of  the  cal  V  i  ng  grounds  for  the  Tul  e  Elk 
woul d  be  destroyed,  and  there  wou 1 d  be  lethal  impacts  to 
raptors,  including  the  bald  eagles.  This  corridor  has  the 
greatest  degree  of  natural  character  of  any  of  the 
a  1  tematives. 

The  other  proposed  White  Mountain  corridors  also  would  cause 
serious  problems.  All  of  them  would  have  to  emerge  at  the 
south  marg  i  ns  of  the  Owens  Lake ,  where  it  is  admi  t  ted  that 
there  is  little  room  between  Owens  Lake  and  the  steep  slopes 
of  the  Sierra.  Vi  sual 1 y ,  this  woul d  devastating  no  matter 
how  much  color  mitigation  was  used. 

The  EIS  analysis  concedes  that  not  only  are  the  requirements 
for  new  corridors  environmentally  less  desirable  than  using 
existing  deve 1  oped  corri dors  wh  i  ch  are  in  the  Las  Vegas 
area,  but  also  the  costs  for  building  the  longer 
transmission  lines  in  the  Las  Vegas  corridor  "would  not  be 
more ,  and  may  even  be  less  because  of  the  extensive 
mitigation  measures  that  would  be  required  to  reduce  visual 
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and  other   impacts 
study  areas" . 


the  Owens  Valley  and  the  east-west 


Ue  understand  that  the  rational  for  utilization  of  the  White 
Mountain  corridor  is  supposedly  for  improved  reliability. 
However,  we  feel  that  it  is  high  time  that  power  companies 
devote  more  time  and  energy  to  engineering  solutions  to 
reliability  rather  than  resorting  to  continual  despoiling 
lands  with  high  quality  scenic  and  natural  resource  values. 
We  urge  you  to  not  grant  power  companies  the  rights  to  these 
proposed  corridors. 

2.   Wilderness  Designations.   While  we  realize  that 

kinds  of  designations  are  not  part  of  this  plan,  we  do 

that  the  management  direction  for  Wilderness  Study 

needs  to  be   '■"■  =no*-  i  f  i  r  armrrianrp  with   the  Ben  ton  - 

Valley/Bodie 

has  not  occurred.   This 

to  the  Final  Wilderness 

WSAs  become  wilderness 

adjacent  to  these  WSAs 

This  RMP  should  make 


Study 
specific  accordance  with  the  Benton 
-Coleville  Final  Wilderness  EIS.   To  date, 
RMP  should  make  a  stronger  refe 
EIS  including  maps.   If  some  o 
(and  we  hope   they  do)   manag 
very  well  may  need  to  be  adju 
provisions  for  this  potential  ch 
As  you  know,  Congress  could  make  wilderness  determina 
at  any  t  ime . 

3.  Visual  Resource  Management.  We  were  quite  disappointed 
to  see  the  lack  of  visual  resource  protection  in  all  of  the 
alternatives,  including  alternative  tt4.  The  Bureau 
preferred  alternative  shows  that  52X  of  the  Resource  Areas 
lands  heino  classified  as  VRM  III.   As  we  understand  it,  VRM 
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lands  being  classified  as  VRM  III 
III  allows  for  major  modifications 
of  the   landscape.    In  order  to 
sensitive  natural  resource  values 
RMP,  little  or  no  change  from  the 
be   considered.     We   urge   you   to 
sensitivity  to  visual  resource  values. 


we  understand  it,  VRM 
in  the  existing  character 
protect  the  diverse  and 
dentified  all  through  the 
existing  character  should 
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4.   Off  Highway  Vehicle  Use.   Currently,  there  are  tl 

of  miles  of  roads  and  trails  inside  the  Bureaus  resource 

area.     Unfortunately,   this   mileage   is   increasing 

significantly  every  year.    These 

planned  miles  but  rather  created  . 


additional  miles  are  not 
t  the  whims  of  OHV  users. 


caitr. 
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As  a  result,  negative  land  use  impacts  (to  all  resources) 
are  increasing.  We  do  not  see  in  this  document  a  viable 
plan  to  solve  the  problem  of  increasing  road  and  trail 
mileage  or  a  general  management  philosophy  to  close  the  many 
miles  that  now  exist  and  which  are  causing  significant 
resource  damage. 

5.  The  RMP,  on  page  3  identifies  management  direction  for 
10-20  years.  This  appears  to  be  undesirably  loose.  We 
suggest  that  this  provide  direction  for  10  years  with  a 
mandatory  update  at  the  end  of  10  years.  All  things  change 
with  time.  We  would  prefer  not  to  have  someone  make  a 
judgment  call  -  like  now  it's  time  for  an  update  -  after  say 
14  years. 

6.  Land  Disposal.  Throughout  the  plan  land  disposal 
proposals  are  discussed.  In  many  cases  the  reason  for 
disposal  is  community  expansion.  We  object  to  disposals  for 
this  purpose.  Inyo-Mono  Counties  are  full  of  developers  who 
are  happy  to  divide  land  for  the  purpose  of  profit.  We 
suggest  that  the  majority  of  persons  in  these  two  counties 
would  prefer  to  see  the  quality  of  life  stay  high  and  keep 
development  within  the  confines  of  existing  towns  and 
developments.  We  are  confident  if  you  were  to  poll  the 
folks  who  live  here  (excluding  developers),  you  would  find 
overwhelming  support  for  a  status  quo  of  Bureau  land 
ownership.  We  do  support  Bureau  disposal  of  lands  where  you 
have  serious  administration  problems.  In  those  cases,  the 
disposal  should  be  through  the  process  of  land  exchange  in 
order  to  keep  federal  ownership  as  high  as  possible  for  the 
pleasure  and  use  of  ALL  citizens. 


7.    Designations:    As  users 
"formal  OHO  designations  for  al 
(page  25).   We  view  this  to  be 
land  use  impacts. 


of  Bureau   lands, 

1  resource  1 ands' 

cri t  i  cal  for  us 


we  find  no 
est abl  i  shed 
to  evaluate 


8.  Soil  and  Water.  These  two  major  resources  do  not  appear- 
to  be  discussed  to  the  level  of  other  resource--,  i  -e. 
recreation,  wildlife,  range.  These  values  need  to  be 
managed  to  the  same  level  as  all  resources  not  just 
discussed  when  they  are  impacted  as  a  result  of  land  use 
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activities.  We  urge  you  to  include  them  with  all  other 
resources  in  the  -final  plan.  This  would  be  in  keeping  with 
the  manner  other  land  management  agencies  handle  these 
values.  These  values  are  far  too  important  in  the  long  run 
to  relegate  them  to  activity  plan  analysis  levels. 

9.  Wildlife  Management.  We  are  pleased  to  see  attention 
paid  to  rare  and  endangered  species,  as  required  by  law.  We 
support  seasonal  protection  of  the  prairie  falcon  nesting 
habitat  in  Long  John  Canyon  <pg.  85). 

You  have  also  analyzed  potential  impacts  upon  mule  deer, 
sage  grouse,  pronghprn  and  tule  elk.  But  there  are  hundreds 
of  other  wildlife  species  to  be  concerned  about  within  each 
community.  One  way  to  help  their  suviva!  is  to  formulate 
and  implement  DPCs. 

One  of  the  standard  operating  procedures  should  be  that  BLM 
will  pay  special  attention  to  species  which  depend  upon 
water  in  riparian  areas.  This  means  that  streamflows  should 
maintain  a  standard  flow  rate  and  puti'ty  adequate  to  meet  the 
needs  of  both  humans  and  wildlife. 

"Yearlong  protection  of  aspen  groves,  meadows  and  riparian 
areas"  <pg.  50)  cannot  occour  without  restaining  nearby 
livestock.  Buffer  zones  are  essential.  This  is  especially 
important  in  drought  conditions  when  these  zones  should  be 
establ  i shed  as  soon  as  possible. 
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Range  Management.  Because  of  contradictory  claims  in 
RMP,  it  is  difficult  to  ascertain  exactly  what  kind  of 
rictions,  if  any,  are  imposed  on  grazing.   Nevertheless, 

RMP  is  clearly  deficient  in  this  area  since  no 
ssment  is  provided  of  the  declining  range  condition, 
ndix  1  describes  desired  plant  communities  for  various 
gement  areas.   This  evaluation  should  be  done  throughout 

resource  area  and  can  then  be  used  to  set  goals  for 

that   need   to   be   restored.     Even   in   your   be^t 

rnative  you  conclude  <pg.  195)  that  "riparian  resources 

>urces   would   continue   to   be   impacted   by   livestock 

ing".   Such  grazing  should  not  be  allowed  -  and  wouldn't 

f  DPCs  were  formed  and  adhered  to.    We  urge  you  to 
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strengthen  your  position  on  range  management  to  include 
management  for  optimum  habitat  on  all  BLM  lands. 

11.  Minerals.  The  RMP  appears  to  be  weak  with  regard  to 
it's  commitment  strong  law  enforcement,  monitoring,  mineral 
removal  and  site  restoration.  None  of  the  alternatives 
adequately  protect  the  significant  cultural,  historical  and 
environmental  values  present  in  the  Bod i e  Bowl.  We  urge  you 
to  withdraw  from  mineral  entry  all  of  those  lands  that  could 
be  impacted  by  the  Galactic  mining  proposal  or  any  other 
mining  proposal  near  the  town  of  Bodie. 

Following  the  printing  of  the  Final  RMP,  we  will  be  anxious 
to  review  your  action  plans  for  accomplishing  the  objectives 
and  goals  set  out  in  this  plan. 


Thank   you   for   giving   us   the 
comments,  concerns  and  thoughts. 

Si  ncere I y , 


opportunity   to   share   our 


Sylvia  Col  ton,  President 

Eastern  Sierra  Audubon  Society 

P.O.  Box  1435 

Bishop,  California  93514 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  159  (Eastern  Sierra  Audubon 
Society) 

159-1)  The  corridor  decision  has  been  changed;  please  see  Chapter  2 
(p.2-47)  for  the  revised  decision  and  rationale.  Also  see  the 
general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.  5-1 6). 

1 59-2)  Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 

159-3)    Please  see  response  80-1 . 

159-4)  See  general  response  to  comments  on  OHV  management  (p.5- 
8). 

159-5)    See  response  80-5. 

159-6)    See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals  (p.5-9). 

159-7)    Please  see  response  80-7. 

159-8)  Soil,  water,  and  air  are  addressed  under  Standard  Operating 
Procedures  in  the  final  RMP.  Water  resources  are  addressed 
under  springs,  riparian,  and  streams. 

1 59-9)  We  appreciate  your  concern  with  prairie  falcons  in  Long  John 
Canyon. 

Please  refer  to  the  DPC  general  statement  (p.5-10)  regarding 
your  comment  in  the  second  paragraph. 

Please  refer  to  response  154-22  regarding  your  comment  on 
streamflow  in  the  third  paragraph.  Concerning  streamflow  purity, 
please  refer  to  responses  97-4,d.  and  1 00-1 88. 

Methods  for  improving  vegetation  condition  in  those  areas  you 
mention  in  the  fourth  paragraph  are  to  be  determined  in  activity 
plans.  Under  yearlong  protection,  existing  uses  are  to  be 
managed  to  prevent  disturbance  which  would  adversely  affect 


the   target    resources    (please    see   Glossary   for   yearlong 
protection). 

159-10)  Concerning  your  comment  on  declining  range  condition, 
Chapter  1  in  the  final  plan  includes  this  information  by  reference 
to  the  Benton-Owens  Valley  and  Bodie-Coleville  grazing  EISs 
(1981  and  1982,  respectively). 

Concerning  your  comment  on  DPC,  please  refer  to  the  DPC 
general  statement. 

Our  statement,  which  you  partially  quote,  that  "riparian 
resources  would  continue  to  be  heavily  impacted  by  livestock 
grazing"  describes  a  regional  (eastern  Sierra)  influence.  We 
have  no  direct  authority  or  ability  to  improve  riparian  vegetation 
except  on  Bureau  administered  land  in  the  resource  area,  which 
is  a  small  percent  of  the  total  regional  riparian  resource. 

1 59-1 1 )  See  general  responses  for  minerals  (p.5-1 3)  and  for  Bodie  (p.5- 
5). 
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To  safeguard  for  wise  and  reverent  use  by  this  and  succeeding  gener- 
ations those  desert  areas  of  unique  scenic,  scientific,  historical,  spiritual 
and  recreational  value  and  to  educate  b'y  ail  appropriate  means  children 
and  adults  to  a  better  understanding  of  the  desert. 
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STATEMENT  FOR  THE  DRAFT  BISHOF   RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT 
PLAN  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT   STATEMENT,  1-17-91. 


The  Desert  Protective  Council  (DPC),  a  thirty-year  old 
national  organization  dedicated  to  the  wise  and  reverent 
use  of  desert  resources,  appreciates  the  opportunity  to 
comment  on  the  DRMP  and  EIS . 

DPC  comments  will  be  confined  to  the  Bodie  and  South 
Inyo  Mountains  in  which  the  DPC  has  historic  interests. 

The  BLM  is  to  be  commended  for  incorporating  use  of  the 
computerized  mapping  in  the  planning  and  reviewing  pro- 
cess.  However,  the  DPC  regrets  that  other  modern  concepts, 
such  as  biodiversity,  biological  corridors  and  landscape 
linkages,  are  not  included  in  the  Planning  Guidelines  (pg 
25-26)  and  have  been  cited  in  a  most  perfunctory  manner. 

The  DPC  finds  the  DRMP  and  Els  to  be  incomplete,  in- 
adequate and  internally  conflicting  in  addition  to  a 
rather  obvious  bias  toward  development. 

For  example,  the  DPC  finds  the  DRMP  incomplete  because 
maps  and  text  do  not  identify  geographical  references 
by  text  or  maps  in  detail  (with  the  possible  exception 
of  the  utility  corridor  maps)  thus  precluding  meaning- 
ful review.   Another  example:  where  does  the  reviewer 
find  definitions  for  such  adjectives   as;  slight,  low, 
moderate   high,  positive  conclusions,  significant 
improvement/found  specifically  on  pages  196-7  and 
throughout  the  text  and  charts. 

The  Plan  itself  is  inadequate  for,  if  the  DRMP  is 
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based  on  the  0-5  year  Assumption  (page  175),  then  long-term 
impacts  and  sustained-yield  goals  are  not  an  intregal  part 
of  the  Plan. 

The  reviewer  is  faced  with  a  mix  of  data  such  as  varying  time 
frames,  percentages  and  numbers.  The  Key  Wildlife  Habitat 
for  Pizona,  Queen  Valley  and  Soldier  Canyon  (Table  S-2 , 
pages  12-13)  is  a  prime  example. 

The  DRMP  appears  to  be  internally  conflicting.   In  many  instances, 
the  Alternative  4  does  not  comply  with  the  relevant  tenants  of 
FLPMA,  the  Wilderness  Act  and  others  outlined  in  the  DRMP. 

Furthermore,  the  DRMP  appears  to  provide  only  token  acknowledgement 
of  the  goals  and  management  plans  of  adjacent  agencies  such  as  the 
California  Desert  Conservation  Area  (BLM),  the  Mono  Lake  Basin  Scenic 
Area  (USFS), Bodie  Historic  State  Park  (Calif.  Parks  S.  Recreation. 

Bodie  Hills 

DPC  finds  the  DRMP  to  be  inadequate  and  insensitive  to  a  unique 
public  resources  owned  by  the  State  of  California.   Bodie  should 
receive  the  highest  protection  possible  under  the  FINAL  RMP. 

The  current  Bodie  Hills  Section  should  be  pulled  in  its  entirety 
and  revised  to  include  at  a  minimum: 

-  complete  mineral  withdrawal  of  all  adjacent  BLM  lands, 

-  Visual  I  standards,  especially  around  Bodie  Historic  State 
Park  and  the  corridor  between  Mono  Lake  Basin  National 
Scenic  Area  and  Bodie. 

Additional  conditions  would  include: 

-  maximum  habitat,  wildlife  and  stream  protection,  including 
phase-out  of  grazing  and  some  routes  of  travel, 

-  delete   "dispersed  use"  by  OHVs,  mou^ain  bikes,  vehicle- 
oriented  camping, et  al, 

-  coordination  with  USFS,  CP&R,  USFWS,  Mono  County  and  non- 
profit organizations  such  as  the  State  Park  Rangers  Associa- 
tion, the  Mono  Lake  Committee  and  Save  Bodie!. 

South  Inyo  Mountains 

The  DRMP  does  not  appear  to  integrate  the  management  of  the  area 
with  the  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  Management  Plans  and/ 
or  WSAs  on  the  east  side  of  the  Inyos. 

The  cosmetic  efforts  along  various  trails  and  roadheads  are 
commendable,,  but  do  not  address  the  basic,  long-term  impacts 
of  human  uses.   Turning  any  roadless  area  into  multiple  use 
after  Congressional  action  release  is  thoughtless  and  does  not 
reflect  modern  land  use  planning.   There  are  countless  alternatives 
to  be  considered.   Full  public  review  for  use  should  be  required; 
a  roadless  area  is  a  unique  and  irreplaceable  national  resource 
(not  BLM's  "private"  land!) 
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In  support  of  the  above  statements,  DPC  offers  the  following: 

Wilderness 

DPC  takes  strong  exception  to  BLM's  decision  to  drop  wilderness 
IfcO-H       from  further  analysis,  page  24.   Furthermore,  the  wilderness 
release  languagejon  the  same  page  is  completely  unacceptable. 
The  retention  of  27,420  acres  for  the  Southern  Inyo  Mountains 
Wilderness  Study  Area  is  a  minimal  action.  BLM  is  obligated  to 
comply,  not  only  with  PL  94-579  but  with  all  referenced  acts 
including  PL  88-577,  the  Migratory  Bird,  Antiquities,  Endangered 
Species,  Clean  Air  and  others. 

Roadless  areas  should  be  reviewed  and  evaluated  for  the  highest 
public  benefit,  not  exptoitation  for  the  benefit  of  the  BLM  and 
private  ownership. 

Vehicular  Use 

BLM  is  opening  a  pandora's  box  with  its  emphasis  on  "dispersed 
\yO-S  OHV  use  on  large  areas"  (page  117).   There  is  ample  evidence 

that  users  are  not  going  to  stay  on  designated  routes,  trails,  Byways 
and  Backcountry  Byways  (page  30),  particularly  if  emphsis  is  placed 
on  semi-primitive  motorized  opportunities.   Such  action  seems  to  be 
in  conflict  with  Area  Manager  Guidelines,  #12,  page  27. 

Grazing 

For  many  years,  the  public  benefits  of  grazing  on  public  lands  have 
been  under  study.  The  various  studies  of  cattle  vs  sheep  grazing 
do  not  identify  sheep  grazing  as  preferable  to  cattle  grazing. 
In  fact,  testimony  and  observations  around  the  California  Poppy 
Preserve  near  Lancaster  indicate  the  contrary.  The  conflicts 
between  permittees  and  other  users  is  well  documented.   It  appears 
that  grazing  must  be  addressed  as  a  single-purpose  use.  However, 
the  BLM's  lament  (pages  200-202)  that  added  costs  projected  under 
the  DRMP  will  negatively  impact  19  permittees,  reveals  the  depth 
of  its  industry-based  bias,  a  position  unacceptable  to  the  DPC. 

Mining 

Mining  is  a  consumptive,  non-renewable,  non-sustainable  use  of  public 
lfcO-7      resources.   It  causes  irreversible  changes  in  land  forms,  stream  and 
aquifer  quantity  and  quality,  wildlife  habitat  and  recreational 
opportunities.   Exploration  activities  present  problems  of  a  lesser 
degree.   Compensation  to  the  government  is  inadequate  and  usually 
does  not  cover  administrative  costs.   Profits,  and  in  most  cases 
the  refined  resource,  leave  the  BLM  Resource  Area.   Short-term, 
local  benefits  are  off  set  by  long-term,  cumulative  impacts.  Mining 
with  its  access  limitations,  appears,  like  grazing,  to  be  a  single-use 
industry,  especially  during  the  active  years. 

SUMMARY 

DPC  supports  Alternative  3  with  recommendations  for  revisions. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
|fc0.g     |  Rnriie  Hills  Mj»"appmRnT.  Plan  should  be  revised  to  reflect  its  unique 
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DPC 


stature  and  its  relationship  to  the  Mono  Lake  Basin  National  Scenic 
Area.   There  is  a  pressing  and  immediate  need  for  national/state 
protection  and  enhancement  including: 

-  mineral  withdrawal  of  adjacent  BLM  lands, 

-  phase-out  or  buy-out  of  all  grazing  allotments, 

-  phase  out  of  dispersed  vehicle  use, 

-  achievement  of  Visual  I  standards  for  the  entire  Bodie  Hills  unit 
and  extending  across  the  Mono  Lake  Basin  National  Scenic  Area, 

-  increased  opportunities  for  non-consumptive  uses  such  as  tourism, 
education,  interpretation  (including  hands-on  in  some  cases), 
wildlife  enhancement  and  research. 


Southern  Inyo  Mountains  Management  Plan"%ugmented  with  additional  wild- 
erness  acreage  regardless  of  BLM's  decision  to  drop  wilderness  from 
further  analysis. 

Wilderness  Release  language  should  be  replaced  with  bona  fide  opportunities 
for  the  public  to  review  proposed  uses  prior  to  release. 

The  BLM  designate  as  "closed"  to  vehicle  and  mountain  bike  access/use 
all  WSAs,  ACECs,  DPCs,  roadless  areas  (especially  adjacent  to  the  CDCA's 
western  boundary)  untill  full  review  under  NEPA  indiactes  the  degree  and/type 
of  use. 


The  DRMP  document  be  revised  to  correct  inadequate,  incomplete 
conflicting  language. 


and 


The  BLM  seriousl  consider  the  options  available  to  demonstrate  modern 
planning  principles  in  the  Final  Bishop  Resource  Area  Management  Plan 
and  EIS. 


I   The  DPC  requests  the  the  FRMP  be  sent  to  the  Executive  Director 
at  the  address  below. 


Respectfully  submitted. 


Mary  F//  Swedel ius ,  Ex.  Dir" 
4261/Fifth  Avenue 
San  Diego,   CA  92103 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  160  (Desert  Protective  Council) 

160-1)  Your  comments  have  been  noted  and  considered  in  the  final 
RMP.  Most  people  found  the  maps  to  be  one  of  the  better 
aspects  of  the  document.  However,  your  concern  about  being 
able  to  find,  on  the  maps,  key  areas  identified  in  the  text  has 
been  addressed  in  the  final.  Your  concern  about  the  excessive 
use  of  qualitative  adjectives  in  the  impact  analysis  has  also  been 
addressed. 

The  assumption  (p.  175)  merely  states  that  if  impacts  are  going 
to  occur  more  than  5  years  after  implementation,  the  analysis  will 
so  state. 

Your  comment  that  the  draft  RMP  "appears  to  be  internally 
conflicting"  is  too  general  for  a  specific  response.  We  believe 
the  preferred  alternative  complies  with  existing  laws  and 
regulations. 

It  is  not  the  purpose  of  the  RMP  to  detail  the  plans  of  adjacent 
agencies.  However,  we  coordinated  in  considerable  detail  with 
those  you  mention  and  many  others.  See  response  51-1. 

160-2)  See  general  responses  for  minerals  (p.5-13)  and  for  Bodie  (p.5- 
5). 

160-3)  The  wilderness  studies  that  fall  outside  the  scope  of  this  RMP 
have  been  coordinated  with  the  California  Desert  District  for 
adjoining  WSAs.  We  have  additionally  reviewed  the  Desert  Plan 
to  assure  that  our  non-wilderness  prescriptions  are  compatible 
with  that  Plan's  direction. 

1 60-4)  Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 
We  have  considered  all  public  lands  not  recommended  for 
wilderness  for  the  highest  and  best  public  use.  Our 
prescriptions  would  comply  with  national  laws,  regulations  and 
policy. 


1 60-5)  See  general  response  to  comments  on  OHV  management  (p.  5- 
8). 

1 60-6)  The  decision  to  change  the  type  of  use  from  cattle  to  sheep  has 
been  removed  from  the  final  RMP.  See  the  "grazing"  section  of 
Chapter  4  for  revised  impacts  to  livestock. 

160-7)    Your  comment  has  been  noted  and  documented. 

160-8)  Your  comments  have  been  considered.  Alternative  3  contained 
much  of  what  you  suggest. 

1 60-9)    Please  see  responses  1 60-4  and  1 60-5. 

The  final  RMP  has  been  revised  to  correct  inconsistencies,  errors 
and  discrepancies. 

160-10)    She  has  been  added  to  the  mailing  list. 
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V.  0.  Box  506 

InftpendBnoe,  CA  93526 

January  15,  1991 

Mike  Ferguson 

Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Bishop  Resource  Area 

787  N.  Main  Street,  Suite  P 

Bishop,  CA  935 1 4 

Dear  Mike: 

Although  I  sent  in  a  response  to  your  Bishop  Resource  Plan,  dated  before  Christmas, 
now  that  I  have  more  time  I  have  additional  comments  to  make. 

My  chief  objection  to  the  plan,  then  and  now,  is  the  proposed  powerline  corridor 
lfcl-1  which  would  go  through  Soldier  Canyon.  Too  little  is  known  about  what  is  there  ,  and  so  too 

little  information  given  .   Why  should  another  powerline  be  channeled  through  Owens  Valley?  It 
seems  to  me  that  the  logical  route  would  be  south  of  the  major  mountain  ranges  bordering  Owens 
Valley.  I  doubt  that  all  of  the  possibilities  have  been  considered.  There  seems  to  have  been  a 
mind-set  to  get  a  powerline  corrlder  through  Soldier  Canyon  as  Is  now  being  pushed  In  this  plan. 
Another  impact  area  on  the  route  through  Owens  Valley  would  be  at  Little  Lake  where  too  many 
easements  already  exist  in  that  narrow  corridor.   That  fact  would  counteract  The  "reliability" 
argument  for  an  Owens  Valley  route.  I  strongly  oppose  a  new  corridor  over  the  pristine  Soldier 
ass  route. 

Being  a  plant  person,  I  find  that  native  plants  are  sadly  neglected  in  the  plan. 
Ifcl-Z  Although  threatened  and  endangered  plants  are  listed  in  Appendix  6 ,  there  is  a  lack  of 

information  as  to  where  they  occur  or  any  specific  information  concerning  them.  Animal 
species  are  handled  much  better 

On  page  37,  are  any  of  the  ACCC's  designed  to  consider  special  plant  assemblages? 
There  are  repeated  references  to  habitat  improvement  but  I  can  find  nothing  indicating  that 
plants  are  valued  other  than  for  grazing  uses  or  timber  harvesting,  or  in  some  cases  for 
wildlife  needs.  There  is  nothing  specific  in  reference  to  plant  species.  Any  mention  of  threatened 
species  applies  to  fauna,  not  flora. 

On  page  24  you  mention  National  Conservation  Area  Proposals  and  say  that  they  are 
|b|-«J  not  created  under  a  management  plan  I  would  like  to  know  what  areas  might  be  considered  and 

what  steps  to  take  to  accomplish  this. 

L  Ivestock  grazing  is  not  to  be  considered  here,  and  yet  it  affects  plants  more  than  any 
lfel-5"        other  use.  Under  what  process  can  people  be  heard  when  decisions  on  grazing  are  made?  It 
seems  to  me  that  we  never  hear  about  such  decisions  until  after  the  fact 

Your  statements  on  vegetation  types  are  good.  Also,  your  statements  describing  the 
Ibl  -  b        various  management  areas  are  well  done.  1 1  Is  difficult  though  to  compare  the  effects  of  the  four 
alternatives  on  nine  different  management  areas  None  of  them  give  adequate  consideration  tor 
plant  species  3nd  the  specialized  habitats  on  which  they  may  depend.  I  would  feel  good  about  It  If 
the  plants  were  covered  as  well  as  animal  life. 

It  is  evident  that  the  major  destructive  impacts  are  due  to  livestock  use,  mostly 
overgrazing  and  trampling.   The  effects  of  roads  and  vehicles  are  strongly  adverse  also      These 
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are  uses  that  can  be contol led  by  proper  management.  Strong  remedial  policies  will  be  necesary 
as  well  as  firm  control  measures.  Many  of  the  lesser  impacts  count  up,  too,  and  must  be 
addressed  in  good  management  policies.  I  am  pleased  that  you  roagnize  the  need  for  better 
control  in  your  proposed  plans. 

I  apprecate  your  discussions  on  wild  and  scenic  rivers,  page  29  and  in  Appendix  2. 
You  even  mention  sensitive  plants  at  Fish  Slough.   Surely  there  must  be  springs,  aside  from 
those  in  river  systems  on  BLM  land.  The  lone  springs  may  be  exceptionally  valuable  centers  of 
life  in  desert  and  great  basin  country  I  would  like  to  see  them  listed  and  discussed,  and  whether 
BLM  wopuld  make  any  effort  to  perpetuate  them. 

On  the  whole  I  consider  that  this  plan  shows  more  sensltiviy  and  3  stronger  sense  of 
responsibility  as  custodians  of  public  lands  than  any  In  the  past.  Although  I  would  like  many 
features  of  Alternative  3  such  as  more  land  agulsition  and  less  ORV  aclvlty ,  I  would  be  willing  to 
support  Alternative  4.  It  indicates  a  lot  of  thought  and  seems  a  reasonable  compromise.  I  would 
consider  It  great  step  forward  If  Alternative  4  were  selected  and  Implemened. 

Yours  sincerely, 
Mary  OeDecker 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  161  (Mary  DeDecker) 

161-1)  The  corridor  decision  has  been  changed;  please  see  Chapter  2 
(p.2-47)  for  the  revised  decision  and  rationale.  Also  see  the 
general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.5-16). 

The  corridor  study  considered  routes  from  the  northernmost 
portion  of  the  Inyo  National  Forest  southeastward  to  the  Las 
Vegas  area.  Pages  38-39  of  the  draft  RMP  identify  areas  which 
were  considered  but  eliminated.  The  area  you  cite  as  the 
"logical  route'  was  eliminated  for  several  reasons:  A)  much  of 
the  area  is  located  outside  the  Bishop  Resource  Area  and  the 
Inyo  National  Forest;  B)  it  includes  a  BLM  wilderness  study  area 
which  the  Bureau  has  recommended  for  wilderness  designation; 
and  C)  it  includes  military  reservations  (China  Lake  and  Fort 
Irwin)  and  Death  Valley  National  Monument,  designations  which 
also  preclude  transmission  line  corridors. 

Concerning  the  convergence  of  north-south  lines  at  Little  Lake, 
see  the  general  response  for  the  corridor  study.  It  should  also 
be  noted  that  the  amount  of  electricity  currently  being 
transmitted  through  the  Owens  Valley  is  only  about  1/2  the 
amount  being  transmitted  through  the  Las  Vegas  area. 
Consequently,  the  impact  to  system  reliability  caused  by  the 
adding  lines  to  the  north-south  corridor  would  be  significantly 
less  than  that  caused  by  the  addition  of  lines  to  the  Las  Vegas 
(Boulder/IPP)  corridor. 

161-2)  Sensitive  plant  information  can  be  found  on  pp.148,  151,  and 
153  of  the  draft  plan,  but  was  accidentally  omitted  from  four 
management  area  descriptions.  These  data  have  been  added  to 
Chapter  3. 

The  management  area  alternatives  do  not  have  decisions  for 
sensitive  plants  because  these  decisions  were  under  the  Area- 
Wide  Alternatives.  The  Alternative  4  decision  for  sensitive 
species  is  on  p.50,  draft  RMP.  The  Standard  Operating 
Procedures  on  p.269  specifically  mention  sensitive  plant  habitat 
under  I.C.1.  and  sensitive  plant  habitat  has  been  added  to  I.B.1 
and  I.B.3. 


Eleven  out  of  the  sixteen  sensitive  plant  species  are  currently 
being  monitored.  The  populations  of  the  remaining  five  species 
are  currently  being  inventoried.  Protection  and  enhancement  of 
the  populations  will  be  generally  handled  within  CRMPs,  AMPs, 
and  ACECs.  Management  of  species  outside  of  these  types  of 
management  will  be  site-specific  and  will  provide  protection 
and/or  enhancement  of  the  habitat. 

161-3)  The  Keynot  Peak  ACEC  in  the  South  Inyo  Management  Area  was 
designated  solely  for  the  protection  of  bristlecone  pine  stands  in 
that  area  In  addition,  the  protection  of  the  old  growth  white  fir 
communities  in  the  Coleville  area  was  a  primary  consideration  in 
the  designation  of  the  Slinkard  ACEC.  The  Conway  Summit 
ACEC  in  the  Bridgeport  Management  Area  emphasizes  the 
importance  of  riparian  plant  communities.  The  existing  Fish 
Slough  ACEC  recognizes  the  importance  of  wetland  and 
sensitive  plant  assemblages. 

161-4)  A  National  Conservation  Area  (NCA)  designation  could  apply  to 
any  part  or  all  of  the  Resource  Area  One  option  would  be  to 
replace  the  existing  watershed  withdrawals  with  an  NCA 
designation.  National  Conservation  Areas  are  designated  by 
Congress,  not  BLM.  Designation  of  an  NCA  for  this  area  will 
depend  on  public  support  for  Congressional  action  and  this 
process  is  outside  of  the  scope  of  the  RMP. 

161-5)    Please  see  the  "Grazing"  general  response. 

Public  review  is  part  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 
process  and  is  a  requirement  of  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act  (NEPA)  created  in  1969.  The  public  review  notification 
for  an  EIS  is  handled  by  publishing  in  the  Federal  Register  and 
local  papers,  by  contacting  those  individuals  the  agency 
considers  to  be  affected  parties  and  by  notifying  people  on 
mailing  lists  maintained  by  each  BLM  Resource  Area  Office.  The 
grazing  EISs  referenced  in  the  document  had  public  review  prior 
to,  during,  and  after  publication  of  the  grazing  EIS  final  draft  in 
the  late  1970's  and  early  1980's. 
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1 61  -6)    Please  see  response  1 61  -2. 

It  is  the  BLM's  intent  to  mitigate  livestock  impacts  to  sensitive 
plant  habitat  either  through  activity  plans  or  site-specific  projects. 

161-7)  Please  refer  to  response  157-15  as  part  of  the  answer  to  your 
comment.  Also,  there  are  AMG  and  SOP  statements,  plus  final 
plan  decisions  which  address  management  of  natural  springs. 

161-8)    Your  general  support  for  Alternative  4  has  been  noted. 


Sierra  Pacific  Power  Company 


January  14,  1991 


Mr.  Mike  Ferguson 
Bishop  Resource  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
787  N.  Main  Street,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA  98514 


Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 


Sierra  Pacific  Power  Company  has  reviewed  the  Draft  Bishop  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (RMP/EIS)  dated  September, 
1990.   Sierra  Pacific  Power  Company  finds  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  to  be  well  written 
and  comprehensive. 

As  you  know,  Sierra  Pacific  Power  Company  has  been  involved  in  the  RMP/EIS 
since  its  inception.   We  have  worked  closely  with  the  Bishop  Resource  Area, 
Inyo  National  Forest  and  other  utilities  in  looking  at  potential  utility 
corridor  routes  from  Nevada  across  the  Eastern  Sierra's  into  the  Owens  Valley, 
California.   This  has  not  been  an  easy  task.   Of  the  total  area  under  study, 
only  three  possible  utility  corridor  locations  were  identified.   Sierra  Pacific 
Power  Company  commends  the  personnel  both  of  the  Bishop  Resource  Area  and  the 
Inyo  National  Forest  for  their  hard  work,  cooperative  attitude  and  willingness 
to  work  with  the  utility  industry  in  researching  potential  utility  corridor 
routes  into  the  Owens  Valley.   We  have  stated  from  the  beginning  that  the 
utility  corridor  needs  must  be  looked  at  on  a  regional  basis  and  not  just  by 
BLM  resource  area  or  national  forest  unit  alone.   The  cooperative  efforts  on 
behalf  of  the  Bishop  Resource  Area  and  the  Inyo  National  Forest  confirm  both 
BLM  and  Forest  Service  recognition  of  this  need.   Sierra  Pacific  Power  Company 
hopes  that  cooperative  efforts  of  this  nature  will  continue. 

Enclosed  please  find  our  specific  comments  and  suggestions  covering  the 
draft  RMP/EIS.   We  have  also  included  additional  information  concerning  the 
justification  of  a  utility  corridor  into  the  Owens  Valley  from  Nevada. 

Sierra  Pacific  Power  Company  greatly  appreciates  the  opportunity  to 
participate  in  the  BLM  land  planning  process.   Please  feel  free  to  call  me  at 
(702)  689-3932  if  I  can  provide  any  additional  information  or  assistance. 

Sincerely, 


Enc. 

CEB/dg 
CB:GC:2 


Carl  Barnett 

Land  Use  Specialist 


6100  Neil  Road   PO    Box  10100   Reno.  Nevada  89520-0026  Telephone  702/689-401 ) 
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January  14,  1991 

SIERRA  PACIFIC  POWER  COMPANY  COMMENTS  AND  SUGGESTIONS  ON  THE  BUREAU  OF  LAND 
MANAGEMENT  DRAFT  BISHOP  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 

STATEMENT 


SOLDIER  CANYON  PLANNING  CORRIDOR 

Sierra  Pacific  Power  Company  was  pleased  to  note  that  the  Draft  Bishop 
Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  recommends  the 
designation  of  the  Soldier  Canyon  alternative  as  a  transmission  line  planning 
corridor.   We  agree  that  the  Soldier  Canyon  Planning  Corridor  is  the  least 
environmentally  sensitive  of  the  three  corridors  studied.  However,  we  have 
identified  some  problems  with  the  utilization  of  this  corridor  for  the 
construction,  maintenance  and  operation  of  a  major  transmission  line.   The 
major  difficulty  for  utilization  of  this  corridor  is  the  location  of  wilderness 
study  areas  just  east  of  the  Deep  Springs  Valley.   These  wilderness  study  areas 
although  listed  as  unsuitable  by  Ridgecrest  Resource  Area,  effectively  exclude 
the  construction  of  any  transmission  lines  facilities  east  of  Deep  Springs 
Valley  until  the  wilderness  areas  are  released  by  Congress. 

Another  problem  associated  with  the  Soldier  Canyon  alternative,  is  the 
proposed  location  of  the  northerly  corridor  boundary.  We  recommend  that  the 
northerly  boundary  be  adjusted  as  shown  on  the  attached  set  of  drawings. 
Review  of  potential  line  routing  from  Nevada  through  Deep  Springs  Valley  Into 
the  proposed  corridor  shows  that  preferred  routing  would  be  along  the  northerly 
edge  of  Deep  Springs  Valley.   This  route  would  skirt  the  valley  floor  and 
bypass  the  lake  bed  located  at  the  southwesterly  end  of  the  valley.  This  route 
would  be  the  least  environmentally  sensitive  and  would  provide  the  least  visiblt 
crossing  of  Deep  Springs  Valley.   However,  in  order  to  make  this  transition  fern 
Deep  Springs  Valley  into  the  Soldier  Canyon  corridor  the  northerly  boundary  of 
the  corridor  should  be  adjusted  as  shown.   The  southerly  boundary  of  the 
corridor  is  acceptable  as  shown  on  the  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Bg 

Please  refer  to  that  section  of  the  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  page  208  labeled  Impact  on  prolonged  human 
exposure  to  Electro-Magnetic  Fields.  Sierra  Pacific  Power  Company  generally 
agrees  with  this  statement  as  written.  However,  we  would  like  to  make  the 
following  suggestion.   In  the  fourth  paragraph  its  states  (Futhermore,  research 
has  shown  that  the  effects  of  EMF  from  high  voltage  transmission  lines  is 
insignificant  at  distances  in  excess  of  300  feet  from  centerline) .   Also  in  the 
fifth  paragraph  it  states  (Powerlines  located  within  300  feet  of  a  residence  or 
hotel/casino  in  the  Montgomery  Pass  area  could  increase  prolong  human  exposure 
to  EMF).   Sierra  Pacific  Power  Company  recommends  that  any  comments  related  to 
the  300  foot  distance  be  stricken  from  this  statement. 
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The  300  foot  limit  appears  arbitary  and  capricious.   No  state  or  federal 
environmental  agency  or  public  utility  commission  has  set  such  a  standard  as 
significant  or  not.   It  is  Sierra  Pacific  Power  Company's  opinion  that  any 
such  limit  should  only  be  set  in  this  case  by  the  California  Public  Utility 
Commission . 

The  California  Department  of  Health  Services  in  conjunction  with  the 
California  Public  Utility  Commission  has  reviewed  all  scientific  information 
and  have  come  to  the  following  conclusion: 

"with  the  scientific  information  available  it  is  not  possible  to 
set  a  standard  or  say  that  any  given  level  is  safe  or  dangerous." 

Attached  for  your  information  is  a  copy  of  Electric  and  Magnetic  Field: 
Measurements  and  possible  effects  on  human  health  from  appliances,  power  lines 
and  other  common  sources  as  published  by  the  California  Department  of  Health 
Services.   We  believe  this  document  provides  the  most  up  to  date  information  we 
have  on  EMF  effects  relative  to  California. 
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ADDITIONAL  JUSTIFICATION  FOR  UTILITY  CORRIDORS  BETWEEN  NEVADA 
AND  THE  OWENS  VALLEY  OF  CALIFORNIA 


In  addition  to  the  information  provided  in  Appendix  8  of  the  Draft  Bishop 
|^2-I4     Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (Pages  273-276) 

Sierra  Pacific  Power  Company  would  like  to  provide  the  following  justification 
for  the  need" to  identify  and  designate  utility  corridors  between  Nevada  and  the 
Owens  Valley  of  California: 

The  Owens  Valley  is  presently  utilised  for  the  transportation  of  electric 
energy  into  and  out  of  Southern  California.  The  Oregon  Sylman  1000KV  DC 
transmission  line,  LADWP's  230KV  transmission  line  and  SCE's  two  115KV 
transmission  lines  provide  for  this  transportation  as  well  as  serving  the 
electric  energy  needs  of  the  residents  of  the  Owens  Valley.   Consequently  the 
infrastructure  is  in  place  for  the  transportation  of  electric  energy  to  and  from 
Southern  California. 

There  are  many  potential  geothermal  sites  situated  in  Nevada  as  well  as 
geothermal  resources  that  have  been  identified  in  California  just  north  of 
Bishop.   Many  of  these  geothermal  locations  are  presently  being  developed,  or  are 
under  investigation,  for  the  generation  of  electric  energy.   Some  of  the  sites 
that  are  being  developed  include  the  Caithness  Geothermal  Company  project  near 
Reno,  Nevada  and  the  Mission  Energy  Company  and  California  Energy  Commission 
projects  near  Beowawe  and  Desert  Peak,  Nevada.   The  Coso  geothermal  sites  north 
of  Bishop  are  also  being  developed.   Under  investigation  are  potential  geothermal 
sites  in  Nevada  near  Fallon,  Reno,  Beowawe,  Desert  Peak,  Dixie  Valley 
and  Walker  Lake. 

In  order  to  facilitate  the  development  of  these  less  environmentally 
sensitive  sources  of  electric  energy  it  is  necessary  that  the  most  efficient  and 
economical  paths  possible  be  found  to  transport  this  resultant  electric  energy  to 
the  growing  load  requirements  in  Southern  California. 

As  outlined  in  Appendix  8  of  the  Draft  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement,  only  three  potential  utility  corridors  were 
identified  between  Nevada  and  the  Owens  Valley  of  California.  This  represents 
three  potential  utility  corridors  for  an  area  stretching  along  the  California- 
Nevada  border  between  Topaz  in  the  north  and  the  south  end  of  Owens  Lake.  When 
expanded  outside  of  the  study  area  it  should  be  noted  that  this  actually 
represents  an  area  stretching  from  Topaz  all  the  way  south  to  the  1-15  corridor 
near  Las  Vegas.   A  distance  of  over  300  miles!   For  geothermal  resource 
development  to  be  economically  competitive  with  other  forms  of  electric 
generating  fuels  such  as  coal,  nuclear,  gas  etc'..,  the  most  direct  routes  from 
the  source  to  the  load  must  be  identified.   This  need  arises  not  just  from  the 
economics  of  constructing  the  shortest  possible  transmission  line  but  also  from 
additional  electric  line  losses  resulting  from  extended  distances  from 
generation  sources  to  the  loads.   As  stated  above,  if  a  potential  electric 
transmission  line  route  can  not  be  identified  between  northern  Nevada  and  the 
Owens  Valley  of  California  then  a  transmission  line  would  have  to  be  constructed 
from  the  geothermal  site  southerly  along  the  Nevada  border  to  the  1-15  corridor 
near  Las  Vegas.   This  could  result  in  an  additional  transmission  line  distance  of 
over  200  miles . 

CB:GC:1 


H.Z-H 
cent. 


An  additional  transmission  line  distance  of  this  amount  could  severely  hamper 
if  not  prohibit  the  development  of  known  geothermal  resources  in  Nevada  and 
California . 

It  should  also  be  noted  that  there  is  a  need  for  energy  interties  between 
various  energy  companies  in  order  to  provide  the  most  efficient  and  economical 
use  of  existing  electric  energy  resources  .  Such  interties  are  desired  between 
LADWP,  SCE,  Nevada  Power  Company,  Sierra  Pacific  Power  Company  and  others.   These 
interties  provide  for  the  diversity  exchange  of  energy  depending  upon  differences 
of  peak  loading  periods  between  companies.   The  efficient  use  and  interchange  of 
electric  energy  between  Nevada,  Northern  California  and  Southern  California 
together  with  energy  conservation  practices  can  significantly  delay  the  need  for 
the  construction  of  future  generation  plants.   Any  future  transmission  lines  from 
Nevada  into  Southern  California  will  facilitate  this  interchange  of  electricity. 

When  the  development  of  geothermal-electric  generation  resources  are  coupled 
together  with  the  desire  for  intracompany  transmission  line  interties  and  the 
need  to  provide  a  reliable,  adequate  energy  supply  to  the  growing  demands  of 
Southern  California  the  need  to  identify  and  designate  a  utility  corridor  between 
Nevada  and  the  Owens  Valley  of  California  becomes  apparent . 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  1 62  (Sierra  Pacific  Power  Company) 

1 62-1 )  Concerning  wilderness  study  areas  outside  the  Bishop  Resource 
Area  and  Inyo  National  Forest,  see  response  100-70  and  the 
Impacts  to  Adjacent  Jurisdictional  Areas  section  of  the  general 
response  for  the  corridor  study. 

162-2)  The  northern  boundary  of  the  Soldier  Canyon  Alternative 
Corridor  Area  will  be  adjusted  in  the  final  RMP  to  provide 
proponents  and  federal  agencies  with  additional  opportunities  to 
consider  alternative  routings. 

162-3)  See  the  EMF  section  of  the  general  response  for  the  corridor 
study  (p.5-16). 

1 62-4)  Thank  you  for  providing  this  additional  information.  It  has  been 
considered  in  the  decision-making  analysis. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  163  (Richard  Potashin) 

163-1)  Your  comments  of  support  or  disagreement  have  been  noted. 
Responses  to  specific  questions  are  addressed  below. 

1 63-2)  The  overall  intent  in  the  Granite  Mountain  Management  Area  is 
to  enhance  the  semi-primitive  recreation  opportunities  with 
minimal  recreational  developments.  This  means  maintaining  the 
area's  semi-primitive  physical  settings.  Any  recreational 
developments  would  most  likely  consist  of  low-profile  interpretive 
or  educational  signing. 

1 63-3)  The  25  acres  of  Jeffrey  pine  to  meet  the  DPC  goal  is  1 00%  of  the 
available  vegetation  type  in  the  management  area.  The  other 
management  areas  which  contain  Jeffrey  pine  are  Long  Valley 
and  Coleville  (as  part  of  the  old  growth  vegetation  type).  In 
those  two  locations  75%  and  100%,  respectively,  of  the 
vegetation  type  is  to  be  managed  for  DPC  goals. 

Our  determinations  for  snag  management  are  written  into  the 
DPC  descriptions  for  Jeffrey  pine  in  the  Granite  Mountain  and 
Long  Valley  management  areas,  the  bristlecone/limber  pine  in 
South  Inyo  management  area,  the  old  growth  in  Coleville 
management  area,  and  the  aspen  grove  and  pinyon-juniper 
vegetation  types. 

163-4)  This  decision  concerns  a  large  area  in  the  vicinity  of  Trench 
Canyon  containing  a  monotypic  stand  of  sagebrush  with  very 
little  or  no  understory  vegetation.  The  means  of  removal  would 
very  likely  be  a  controlled  burn.  Herbicides  would  not  be  used. 

163-5)    Please  refer  to  the  DPC  general  statement  (p.5-10). 

163-6)  At  the  present  time,  we  believe  there  is  ample  access  to  the 
canyons.  As  we  discover  access  restrictions,  we  can 
recommend  easement  acquisitions  in  activity  plans  for  the  area. 

163-7)    See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals  (p.5-9). 


163-8)  Any  new  routes  would  be  addressed  in  upcoming  activity  plans 
unless  the  RMP  specifically  prescribes  otherwise,  as  in  the  south 
Tableland  area.  Please  see  general  response  to  OHV 
management  (p.5-8). 

163-9)  The  Fish  Slough  acquisition  is  not  included  in  the  final  plan 
because  we  are  making  progress  in  protecting  this  area  through 
cooperation  with  LADWP,  the  Audubon  Society,  CDF&G  and 
other  agencies.  We  do  not  feel  that  acquisition  is  necessary  at 
this  time. 

1 63-1 0)    See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals. 

163-11)  The  final  RMP  has  been  clarified  to  specifically  identify  which 
resources  of  the  Alabama  Hills  will  be  protected  under  yearlong 
protection. 

1 63-1 2)  Other  decisions  for  the  Owens  Valley  management  area  which 
affect  winter  range  for  those  deer  herds  concern  providing 
adequate  habitat  condition  to  meet  CDF&G  herd  population 
objectives  and  DPC  goals  for  the  sagebrush/bitterbrush  type. 

163-13)  The  corridor  decision  has  been  changed;  please  see  Chapter 
2  (p.2-47)  for  the  revised  decision  and  rationale.  Also  see  the 
general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.  5-1 6). 

The  economic  considerations  under  the  No  Action,  No 
East-West  Corridor  Alternative  (in  the  impacts  section  of  the 
draft  RMP)  are  based  upon  average  construction  cost 
estimates,  anticipated  future  generation  sources  in  Nevada,  and 
cost  estimates  of  general  mitigation  measures.  More  specific 
analyses  will  be  made  part  of  the  EIS  required  of  any  proposed 
project  within  the  Soldier  Canyon  area.  Furthermore, 
economics  was  not  a  primary  consideration  used  to  support  the 
need  for  a  new  east-west  corridor.  Rather,  concerns  with 
system  reliability,  rapidly  increasing  restrictions  in  the  Las 
Vegas  area,  and  increasing  land  use  designations  which 
preclude  transmission  corridors  were  identified  in  the  need 
analysis  as  the  primary  arguments. 
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163-14)  We  have  not  yet  received  a  plan  of  operations  from  any  mining 
company  for  mining  in  the  Bodie  Bow!  area.  BLM  has  received 
and  approved  exploration  drilling  programs.  If  an  open-pit  heap 
leaching  project  is  proposed  for  the  Bodie  Bowl  area,  an  EIS  will 
be  prepared  to  see  if  it  meets  the  guidelines  set  forth  in  the 
RMP.  If  these  guidelines  cannot  be  met,  the  project  will  be 
denied. 

Impacts  from  heap  leaching  could  be  mitigated,  for  example,  by 
requiring  that  the  leach  pads  be  constructed  outside  the  view 
shed  of  the  Bodie  Bowl.  BLM  has  no  authority  to  dictate  mining 
methods  to  an  operator,  but  can  require  reasonable  mitigation 
programs  for  the  mining  method  which  the  operator  chooses  to 
use. 

The  final  RMP  includes  a  proposed  mineral  withdrawal  within  the 
Bodie  Bowl.  See  Chapter  2  (p.2-22)  and  the  general  Bodie 
response  (p.  5-5). 

163-15)  Thank  you  for  your  kind  remarks.  See  response  135-3 
regarding  priorities. 


United  States 
Department  of 
Agriculture 


Forest 
Service 


Toiyabe  National  Forest 
Bridgeport  Ranger  District 


P.O.  Box  595 
Bridgeport,  Ca.  93517 
(619)  932-7070 


Reply  to:  1500 

Date:  January  14,  1991 


Mr.  Mike  Ferguson 

Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

787  N.  Main  Street,  Suite  P 

Bishop,  CA  93514 

Dear  Mike: 

The  Bridgeport  Ranger  District,  Toiyabe  National  Forest,  has  reviewed  the  Draft 
Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement.   We 
appreciate  your  consideration  of  the  comments  from  our  letter  of  April  25, 
1990.   Based  on  our  review  of  the  Draft,  it  appears  we  need  to  clarify  several 
items  raised  in  our  original  correspondence  and  we  also  would  like  to  offer 
comment  on  other  elements  of  the  current  Draft  for  your  review  and 
consideration. 


Chapter  1 


»t4-| 


lfcW-2. 


Chapter  2 


lfcW-3 


Planning  Guidelines,  Area  Manager's  Guidelines,  Page  27,  #17 

As  stated  on  page  2  of  our  April  25  letter,  we  believe  it  would  be 
prudent  to  at  least  consider  the  transfer  of  BLM  public  lands  in  the 
Coleville  Unit  and  those  west  of  US  395  and  California  State  Highway 
182  to  the  National  Forest  System  for  purposes  of  management 
efficiency  and  public  service.   We  recognize  the  sensitivity  of  such 
an  issue,  but  believe  it  is  in  the  public  interest  to  at  least  study 
the  pros  and  cons  of  such  an  adjustment.   This  Draft  guideline  does 
not  appear  to  permit  such  consideration, 

Programs/Processes,  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers,  Page  29 

The  Toiyabe  Land  and  Resource  Management  Plan  (LRMP)  did  not 
recommend  Virginia  Creek,  Green  Creek,  or  Rough  Creek  for  Wild  and 
Scenic  River  study.   It  proposed  for  study  those  rivers  identified 
by  the  Heritage  Conservation  Service.   We  have  no  plans  to  study  the 
respective  portions  of  these  three  creeks  on  National  Forest  System 
land. 


Alternatives  Eliminated  from  Detailed  Study,  Page  38 

In  our  April  25  letter,  we  commented  that  the  BLM  should  consider 
disposal  of  certain  public  lands  in  the  vicinity  of  Bridgeport  and 
Antelope  Valley  for  private  development  where  no  significant 
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resource  conflicts  exist.   We  recommended  a  disposal  option  that 
would  have  allowed  acquisition  of  other  lands  with  more  sensitive 
resource  values  by  the  BLM  or  Forest  Service  in  exchange  for  these 
parcels.   This  consideration  seemed  consistent  with  our  respective 
agency  missions  and  local  community  needs. 

Somehow,  it  appears  this  comment  was  construed  to  mean  we  were 
interested  "in  disposing  of  some  of  the  area  for  private 
development."   This  inference  was  then  used  to  rationalize  the 
reason  for  not  transferring  lands  in  the  Coleville  Management  Area 
to  the  Forest  Service.   I  am  disappointed  that  our  comment  was  so 
grossly  misconstrued  and  that  no  one  consulted  with  us  before  making 
such  a  statement.   Our  land  adjustment  program  is  predicated  on 
acquisition  and  disposal  actions  which  are  in  the  public  interest, 
and  we  would  seek  public  comment  and  analyze  the  social,  economic 
and  resource  implications  before  pursuing  such  endeavors. 

If  there  is  good  existing  rationale  for  not  considering  the  transfer 
of  BLM  public  lands  to  the  National  Forest  System,  then  such 
reasoning  should  be  objectively  stated  in  this  section  and  the 
current  paragraph  removed  or  modified. 

I  and  my  staff  would  be  happy  to  discuss  this  issue  further  to 
assure  a  common  understanding  of  its  scope  and  purpose. 

Alternative  1.  Support  Needs,  Page  40 

In  addition  to  the  reference  of  developing  an  OHV  designation  and 
implementation  plan,  it  might  be  worth  noting  the  coordinated 
development  of  this  plan  with  the  Forest  Service.   This  comment  is 
applicable  to  all  other  Alternative  descriptions  as  well. 

Alternative  3,  Decisions,  Page  46 

Similar  to  the  direction  proposed  for  sage  grouse  leks , 
consideration  should  be  given  to  identifying  specific  DPC  goals  and 
bitterbrush  utilization  standards  for  other  critical  habitat  areas 
such  as  mule  deer  range.   This  comment  is  applicable  to  other 
Alternative  descriptions  as  well. 

Alternative  4,  Decisions,  Page  50 

In  order  to  assure  common  understanding  of  key  terms  and  phrases  it 
may  be  wise  to  be  more  specific  on  what  "protection"  means  as  it 
relates  to  sensitive  plants  and  wildlife  habitats,  and  to  define 
artificial  soil  alteration  rating  and  bank  protection  ratings  in  the 
glossary.   This  comment  is  applicable  to  other  Alternative 
descriptions  as  well. 

Alternatives  for  Individual  Management  Areas  and  Rationales  for 
Preferred  Alternative.  Coleville  MA- Alt  1,  Decisions,  Page  54 

The  TES  habitat  implications  relative  to  controlling  erosion  and 
improving  the  ecological  condition  in  Slinkard  and  Antelope  Valleys 
may  be  highlighted  by  replacing  the  word  trout  with  Lahontan 
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cutthroat  trout.   This  comment  is  also  applicable  to  the  other 
Alternatives  for  the  Coleville  MA. 

Coleville  MA-Alt  4  Decisions,  Page  56 

Consider  defining  what  is  meant  by  "yearlong  protection"  of  mule 
deer  winter  range  east  of  Eastside  Lane?   This  comment  is  also 
applicable  to  Coleville  MA-Alt  3. 

Recommend  that  land  for  the  Walker  Landfill  and  the  Toiyabe  Indian 
Health  Clinic  be  disposed  of  to  the  appropriate  agency  through  R&PP 
patent. 

Consider  defining  what  is  meant  by  protective  measures  or  at  least 
explaining  the  intent  of  protective  measures  to  assure  the  rare 
stamp  mill  and  other  structures  at  the  historic  Golden  Gate  Mine  are 
not  adversely  affected  by  exploration  mining  and  occupancy  trespass. 

Decisions,  Page  57 

The  FS  and  CDFG  allow  grazing  in  Slinkard  Valley.   What  is  the  basis 
for  prohibiting  livestock  grazing  on  the  BLM's  Slinkard  Valley 
Allotment  and  how  will  this  prohibition  affect  management  of 
adjacent  non-BLM  allotments?   This  comment  is  also  applicable  to 
Coleville  MA-Alt  1  and  3. 

Support  Needs,  Page  57 

This  section  should  address  coordination  with  FS  and  CDFG  in 
Slinkard  Valley  with  respect  to  grazing  and  other  resource 
management  objectives,  particularly  restoration  of  Lahontan 
cutthroat  trout.   This  comment  is  also  applicable  to  Coleville 
MA-Alt  1  and  3. 

Bridgeport  Valley  MA-Alt  4,  Support  Needs,  Page  61 

Our  April  25  letter  identified  several  recommendations  for  improving 
recreation  opportunities  at  Conway  Summit  and  Travertine  Hot 
Springs.   The  Draft  indicates  specific  activity  plans  will  be 
developed  for  these  two  sites.   Are  these  activity  plans  the  means 
by  which  such  input  will  be  considered? 

Bodie  Hills  MA-Alt  3  and  4,  Decisions,  Pages  63,  65 

Based  on  the  impacts  analysis  on  page  201  for  livestock,  what  is  the 
difference  between  "requiring"  conversion  to  sheep  in  Alternative  3 
versus  "encouraging"  in  Alternative  4?   What  is  the  rationale  for 
conversion  to  sheep  on  the  identified  allotments?   It  seems  this 
negates  2  years  of  effort  on  the  Bodie  Hills  CRM. 

Support  Needs,  Pages  64,  66 

What  about  coordination  with  FS  on  conversion  to  sheep  in  jointly 
managed  allotments? 


5-507 


Chapter  3 


Affected  Environment,  Vegetation ,_  Old  Growth  Coniferous  Forest, 
Fagel35 

To  our  knowledge,  there  is  no  Douglas  fir  in  the  Eastern  Sierra. 
Also,  DPC  for  old  growth  red  fir  is  described  in  Appendix  1  but  not 
here. 


Chapter  4 


Impacts 

This  section  addresses  itself  entirely  to  environmental  impacts? 
Was  any  consideration  given  for  analyzing  and  addressing  the 
economic  and  social  impacts  associated  with  the  Alternatives  and 
proposed  direction? 

Impacts,  Impacts  on  Riparian  and  Fisheries  Habitat,  Page  195 

What  are  the  differences  in  impacts  to  riparian  and  fisheries 
habitat  with  the  proposed  conversion  from  cattle  to  sheep  in  the 
Bodie  Hills  allotments  under  Bodie  Hills  MA  Alts  3  and  4? 

As  a  follow  up  to  the  preceding,  what  are  the  social  and  economic 
impacts  associated  with  the  proposed  conversion  from  cattle  to  sheep 
in  the  Bodie  Hills  allotments  under  Bodie  Hills  MA  Alts  3  and  4? 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment.   If  you  have  any  questions  regarding 
these  comments,  please  contact  Cliff  Shaw  at  this  office. 


Sincerely 


RANDALL  SUICK 
District  Ranger 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  164  (Toiyabe  National  Forest, 
Bridgeport  RD) 

1 64-1)  A  major  interchange  of  Forest  Service  and  BLM  lands  is  beyond 
the  scope  of  this  plan.  A  few  years  ago,  a  major  interchange 
involving  BLM  and  Forest  Service  land  throughout  the  west  was 
considered  and  rejected.  If  such  a  study  is  undertaken  in  the 
future,  the  entire  range  of  logical  options  should  be  considered, 
including  transfers  of  Forest  Service  land  in  the  Bodie  Hills  to 
BLM. 

164-2)  Your  comments  regarding  opposition  to  eligibility  of  the 
candidate  creeks  on  the  National  Forest  lands  have  been  noted 
and  will  be  incorporated  in  the  upcoming  suitability  studies.  We 
will  keep  your  office  informed  about  the  status  of  our  wild  and 
scenic  river  review  program.  Also  note  that  Mill  Creek  has  been 
reevaluated  in  the  final  RMP  and  determined  eligible  for  study. 
It  has  been  classified  as  wild. 

1 64-3)    See  response  1 64-1 .  The  rationale  statement  has  been  deleted. 

164-4)  We  have  modified  the  support  needs  in  Chapter  2  in  the  final 
RMP  to  reflect  coordination  with  the  Forest  Service  and  other 
agencies. 

1 64-5)  Please  refer  to  the  revised  area-wide  Alternative  4  decision  on 
livestock  bitterbrush  use  limit  in  deer  migration  corridor  and 
winter  range  areas.  Also,  note  the  vegetation  structure  and 
cover  characteristics  written  into  big  sagebrush/bitterbrush  DPCs 
for  mule  deer  habitat. 

164-6,8)  Yearlong  and  seasonal  protection  are  defined  in  the  glossary. 
Definitions  of  the  streambank  artificial  soil  alteration  rating  and 
the  vegetative  bank  protection  rating  have  also  been  included. 

1 64-7)    Your  suggested  wording  change  has  been  included  in  the  final. 

1 64-9)    These  disposals  are  included  in  the  RMP. 

164-10)    Your  comment  has  been  considered. 
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164-11)  The  removal  of  livestock  grazing  in  Slinkard  Valley  was  for 
enhancing  wildlife  habitat,  i.e.  deer  winter  range  and  Lahontan 
cutthroat  trout.  The  removal  would  force  a  cattle  operator  and 
a  sheep  operator  to  seek  additional  grazing  or  changes  in 
season  of  use  on  Forest  Service  range,  CDF&G  range  or  private 
range.  Livestock  grazing  on  adjacent  unfenced  ranges  would  be 
subject  to  trespass  if  drift  occurred  on  unallocated  BLM  public 
land.  This  decision  has  been  changed.  The  Dry  Canyon  and 
Slinkard  Valley  allotments  will  be  removed  from  grazing  only 
when  alternative  ranges  are  found.  See  Chapter  4,  final  RMP. 

164-12)  Please  refer  to  area-wide  Support  Needs  for  coordination 
between  the  Toiyabe  National  Forest  and  the  Bureau  on 
administration  of  shared  grazing  allotments.  Support  Needs 
have  been  added  to  coordinate  with  CDF&G  and  Toiyabe  N.F. 
on  projects  of  mutual  concern.  As  an  example,  refer  to  response 
154-66. 

164-13)  Yes.  Site-specific  measures  to  accomplish  the  RMP's 
prescriptions  will  be  addressed  in  the  area  activity  plan. 

164-14)  Please  see  response  78-23. 

1 64-1 5)  This  decision  was  removed  from  the  final  RMP. 

164-16)  Thank  you.  This  is  noted  in  the  errata  sheet. 

164-17)  The  impacts  section  also  addresses  economic  impacts.  No 
analysis  of  social  impacts  was  done. 

164-18,19)  The  decision  to  encourage  conversion  from  cattle  to  sheep 
use  has  been  removed  from  the  final  RMP. 
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UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

REGION  IX 

75  Hawthorne  Street 
San  Francisco,  Ca.  94105 

1  7  JAN  199) 


Mr.  Michael  A.  Ferguson 

Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

787  North  Main  Street,  Suite  P 

Bishop,  California   93514 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  has  reviewed  the  Bishop 
Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  and  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (DEIS)  .   We  have  reviewed  this  document  pursuant  to  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  and  Section  309  of  the  Clean 
Air  Act.   Our  detailed  comments  on  the  DEIS  are  enclosed. 

The  DEIS  identifies  and  analyses  four  alternatives  for  managing 
the  750,000-acre  Bishop  Resource  Management  Area  (RMA)  for  the 
next  10-20  years.   These  alternatives  are:   Alternative  1,  no 
action/continuation  of  present  management;  Alternative  2, 
custodial/minimal  management;  Alternative  3,  natural  resource 
enhancement;  and  Alternative  4,  "balanced"  management,  which 
would  allow  development  of  resources,  while  protecting/enhancing 
environmental  values.   Alternative  4  is  BLM's  preferred  alterna- 
tive. 

We  have  classified  this  DEIS  as  "EC-2,  Environmental  Concerns, 
Insufficient  Information."   Please  see  the  enclosed  "Summary  of 
Rating  Definitions  and  Follow-up  Action."   The  DEIS  is  rated  "EC" 
because  of  anticipated  adverse  impacts  to  water  quality, 
fisheries,  riparian  and  other  wetland  habitats,  and  biodiversity. 
The  DEIS  is  rated  "2"  because  it  lacks  sufficient  information  on 
water  quality,  air  quality,  mining  and  cumulative  impacts. 

We  recommend  selection  of  Alternative  3  because  it  would  provide 
the  greatest  protection  to  environmental  resources.   However,  we 
recommend  that  this  alternative  be  modified  to  provide  additional 
protective  features,  including  further  emphasis  on  restoring 
aquatic  and  riparian  areas,  purchase  of  private  lands  adjacent  to 
the  streams/creeks  designated  for  Wild  and  Scenic  River  (W&SR) 
status;  designation  of  additional  wilderness  areas,  and  prohibi- 
tion of  off-highway  vehicle  use  in  sensitive  areas  such  as  the 
Fish  Slough  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC) . 
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We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  this  DEIS.  Please  send 
three  copies  of  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS) 
to  this  office  at  the  same  time  it  is  officially  filed  with  our 
Washington,  D.C.  office.  If  you  have  any  questions,  please  con- 
tact me  at  (415)  744-1566,  or  have  your  staff  contact  Ruth  Pratt 
at  (415)  744-1570. 


Sincerely  yours. 


h\.  iJc 


'£tsim*i-~r'l 


Deanna  Wieman,  Director 
Office  of  Federal  Activities 


Enclosures 


Lahonton  RWQCB,  South  Lake  Tahoe,  CA 
Great  Basin  Unified  APCD,  Bishop,  CA 
CDFG,  Div.  of  Env.  Serv.,  Sacramento,  CA 
Field  Sup.,  FWS,  Sacramento,  CA 
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Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan/DEIS 

BLH,  Mono  and  Inyo  Counties,  CA 


General  Comments 


EPA  has  serious  concerns  about  the  adverse  impacts  to  water 
quality,  instream  beneficial  uses  such  as  fisheries,  riparian 
habitat  and  biodiversity,  which  would  occur  with  proposed  manage- 
ment activities.   These  activities  include  livestock  grazing, 
mineral  and  energy  development,  land  development  on  disposed 
lands,  transmission  line  construction,  and  off-highway  vehicle 
use. 

Table  2-2,  Impacts  of  Alternatives  by  Management  Area  (DEIS, 
pages  92-113)  contains  a  comparison  of  impacts  of  each  alterna- 
tive for  the  nine  management  areas.   Based  on  this  comparison, 
the  alternatives,  from  the  least  to  most  environmentally  damag- 
ing, are  Alternatives  3,4,  1  and  2.   Implementation  of  Alterna- 
tives 1  and  2  would  ensure  continued  degradation  of  resources  of 
concern  to  EPA,  and  should  be  deleted  from  further  consideration. 
Implementation  of  Alternative  4  (preferred  by  BLM)  represents  an 
improvement  over  present  management  conditions.   We  support  the 
improved  features  of  Alternative  4  such  as  use  of  the  Desired 
Plant  Community  (DPC)  vegetative  management  technique  to  achieve 
improved  biodiversity;  management  actions  which  would  increase 
populations  of  trout  and  the  wildlife  indicator  species  sage 
grouse,  and  improve  riparian/aquatic  habitat  in  some  management 
areas;  classification  of  ten  streams/creeks  as  eligible  for  Wild 
and  Scenic  River  (W&SR)  status;  and  establishment  of  an  environ- 
mental education  center.   However,  we  do  not  believe  that  this 
alternative  goes  far  enough  to  protect  environmental  resources. 

The  DEIS  (page  38)  states  that  each  alternative  under  considera- 
tion represents  a  realistic  and  achievable  mix  of  management  ac- 
tions and  land  use  allocations.   Implementation  of  Alternative  3 
would  clearly  help  to  achieve  a  higher  degree  of  protection/ 
enhancement  of  environmental  resources.   Under  Alternatives  3  and 
4,  30,000  and  1,900  acres,  respectively,  within  the  RMA  are 
proposed  to  be  withdrawn  from  mining  activities.   Further,  under 
Alternative  3,  approximately  42,000  acres  would  be  acquired  to 
protect  wildlife  habitat  and  other  resources.   Under  Alternative 
4,  approximately  19,000  acres  would  be  acquired  for  these  pur- 
poses; however,  approximately  9,000  acres  would  be  sold  for 
agricultural  and  residential  purposes.   Also,  ten  Areas  of  Criti- 
cal Environmental  Concern  (ACECs)  would  be  designated  under  Al- 
ternative 3,  whereas  Alternative  4  would  only  designate  seven. 
We  recommend  selection  of  Alternative  3,  but  with  the  following 
additional  protective  features:   emphasize  protection  of  all 
streams  and  riparian  areas  from  adverse  grazing  and  mining  im- 
pacts; acquire  private  lands  along  the  proposed  Wild  and  Scenic 
River  (W&SR)  corridors;  designate  additional  wilderness  areas; 
and  prohibit  off-highway  vehicle  use  in  sensitive  areas  such  as 
Fish  Slough. 
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Hater  Quality 

The  discussion  of  water  quality  impacts  contained  on  page  176  of 
the  DEIS  should  be  expanded,  based  on  the  following  information. 

Range  Management  -  The  DEIS  (page  14  3)  states  that  many 
streams/riparian  zones,  springs  and  wetlands  are  in  unsatisfac- 
tory condition  due  to  heavy  livestock  grazing  and  trampling.   Ap- 
proximately 45  percent  of  the  inventoried  streams  in  the  RMA  are 
in  either  fair  or  poor  condition,  and  in  need  of  restoration.   As 
acknowledged  in  the  DEIS,  livestock  grazing,  particularly  in 
streamside  areas,  increases  sediment,  nutrient  and  fecal  coliform 
loadings  in  streams.   During  low  flows  or  in  small  streams,  such 
loadings  can  adversely  impact  water  quality,  resulting  in  exces- 
sive algal  growth,  low  dissolved  oxygen  and  bacterial  contamina- 
tion.  Additionally,  grazing  can  result  in  removal  of  streamside 
cover  critical  to  water  temperature  regulation  required  to  main- 
tain fishery  habitat. 


The  DEIS  (page  17 
Bodie-Coleville  G 
However,  in  light 
nificant  adverse 
recommend  that  th 
more  detail.  The 
rangeland  within 
address  adverse  1 
impacts.  It  shou 
allotments  to  ass 
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5)  incorporates  the  Benton-Owens  Valley  and 
razing  EISs  (1981  and  1983)  by  reference. 

of  the  age  of  these  documents  and  the  sig- 
impacts  associated  with  grazing  in  the  RMA,  we 
e  FEIS  discuss  grazing  management  practices  in 

FEIS  should  discuss  the  current  condition  of 
the  RMA,  specific  standards  and  guidelines  to 
mpacts,  and  proposed  plans  for  monitoring  these 
Id  also  explain  how  BLM  will  administer  grazing 
ure  protection  of  water  quality,  instream 
and  riparian  areas. 


Antidearadation  Policy  -  The  DEIS  (page  12  9)  describes  the  water 
quality  of  the  RMA  as  "generally  good."   Pursuant  to  the  Federal 
Antidegradation  Policy  (40  CFR  131.12),  existing  instream  water 
uses  and  water  quality  necessary  to  protect  the  existing  uses 
shall  be  maintained  and  protected.   Furthermore,  where  quality  of 
waters  exceed  levels  necessary  to  support  propagation  of  fish, 
shellfish,  and  wildlife  and  recreation  in  and  on  the  water,  that 
quality  shall  be  maintained  and  protected.   The  FEIS  should  iden- 
tify (1)  the  beneficial  uses  for  all  waters  in  the  RMA;  and  (2) 
any  waters  within  the  area  classified  as  "high  quality." 

Mild  and  Scenic  Rivers  -  We  support  the  classification  of  the  ten 
identified  streams/creeks  as  eligible  for  W&SR  designation  within 
the  RMA.   We  further  recommend  that  BLM  acquire  privately-owned 
parcels  adjacent  to  these  stream  corridors  to  further  enhance 
their  values. 
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Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan/DEIS 

BLH,  Hono  and  Inyo  counties,  CA 

The  Clean  Water  Act  (CWA)  is  designed  to  restore  and  maintain  the 
chemical,  physical  and  biological  integrity  of  the  Nation's 
waters  (Section  101(a)).   In  California,  programs  to  implement 
the  CWA  have  been  delegated  to  the  State  Water  Resources  Control 
Board  (SWRCB)  and  the  nine  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Boards 
(RWQCB)  under  Section  208,  Water  Quality  Management  Planning,  and 
Section  319  Nonpoint  Source  Management  Program.   Furthermore, 
pursuant  to  Section  1283(c)  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act, 
BLM  is  required  to  cooperate  with  EPA  and  the  appropriate  State 
water  pollution  control  agencies  for  the  purpose  of  eliminating 
or  diminishing  the  pollution  of  waters  in  these  rivers.   The  FEIS 
should  discuss  the  proposed  designations'  effect  on  compliance 
with  state  water  quality  management  plans  and  the  Great  Basin 
Plan,  including  EPA-approved  water  quality  standards  and  desig- 
nated beneficial  uses.   We  believe  that  the  proposed  W&SR  desig- 
nations have  the  potential  to  complement  Antidegradation  goals. 
This  should  be  viewed  as  a  potential  benefit  in  terms  of  protec- 
tion of  existing  water  quality  and  maintenance  of  beneficial 
uses. 

Best  Management  Practices  (BMPs)  -  The  DEIS  (page  17  6)  states 
that  BMPs  will  be  developed  for  existing  and  potential  water 
quality  problems.   The  FEIS  should  specify  what  BMPs  and  non- 
point  source  pollution  measures  will  be  utilized  to  assure  water 
quality  protection  as  well  as  how  and  when  these  measures  will  be 
implemented  and  monitored.   The  FEIS  should  also  describe  how 
BMPs,  Standards  and  Guidelines  and  other  measures,  designed  to 
minimize  water  quality  impacts  from  BLM  activities  (e.g.,  graz- 
ing, mining  and  road  construction)  will  ensure  consistency  with 
the  Antidegradation  Policy.   We  support  your  planned  coordination 
with  the  Lahonton  RWQCB  to  achieve  water  quality  objectives. 

Riparian  Habitat 

EPA  also  supports  the  acquisition  of  riparian  meadow,  and 
proposed  riparian/aquatic  habitat  improvements  anticipated  under 
Alternative  3.   However,  we  are  very  concerned  by  the  statement 
(DEIS,  page  195)  that  even  under  this  alternative,  riparian 
resources  would  continue  to  be  heavily  impacted  by  livestock 
grazing  and  water  diversion  for  power  generation  and  export.   The 
DEIS  states  that  even  under  Alternative  3 ,  there  would  only  be  a 
"slight  positive  impact  on  existing  riparian  and  fisheries' 
habitat  conditions  in  the  region."   Riparian  habitat  is  critical 
to  the  maintenance  of  water  quality,  instream  beneficial  uses, 
and  wildlife  diversity,  and  this  type  of  wetland  habitat  has  been 
significantly  reduced  in  California.   Therefore,  we  believe  that 
BLM  must  go  beyond  its  general  guidelines  to  maintain,  restore 
and  improve  riparian  areas  "to  the  extent  practical"  (DEIS,  page 
26). 
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Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan/DEIS 

8LH,  Mono  and  [nyo  Counties,  CA 

In  view  of  continued  degradation  of  this  important  resource  in 
the  RMA,  we  recommend  that  BLM  institute  management  guidelines 
which  will  assure  that  all  riparian  zones  within  the  RMA  are 
protected.   The  FEIS  should  discuss  what  riparian  standards  and 
guidelines  are  utilized  and  how  grazing  use  is  managed  (e.g., 
animal  utilization  levels  and  riparian  zone  protection 
strategies)  to  assure  that  riparian  habitats  are  maintained  or 
improved.   We  also  recommend  that  the  FEIS  include:   (1)  a  com- 
mitment by  BLM  to  develop  and  implement  an  on-going  monitoring 
plan  to  assess  riparian  habitat  conditions;  and  (2)  a  discussion 
of  what  corrective  measures  will  be  taken  when  remedial  action  on 
riparian  zones  is  determined  necessary. 

Energy  and  Minerals 

The  FEIS  should  include  more  specific  information  on  the  impacts 
of  mining  in  the  RMA  in  the  past  and  foreseeable  future  (i.e., 
the  10-20  period  during  which  this  RMP  applies) .   It  should 
specify  for  the  entire  RMA:   mineral  materials  (including  sand 
and  gravel);  mining  activities;  number  of  cases  with  each  ac- 
tivity; and  acreages  disturbed  or  affected  by  each  mineral 
material  or  activity.   The  FEIS  should  also  provide  this  informa- 
tion for  each  ACEC,  special  management  area,  or  wetland/riparian 
area  in  the  RMA.   Further,  we  recommend  that  the  FEIS  evaluate 
the  impacts  of  mining  in  these  areas  and  discuss  any  mitigation/ 
compensation  measures  that  are  necessary  to  protect  water 
quality,  soil  resources,  vegetation  and  wildlife.   Also,  it 
should  include  a  discussion  of  BLM's  stipulations  for  explora- 
tion, development,  operation,  and  reclamation  of  mining  areas. 

Herbicide/Pesticide  Use 

The  DEIS  (page  25)  states  that  herbicide  use  will  be  consistent 
with  the  California  Vegetative  Management  FEIS  and  Record  of 
Decision  (November  1988)  .   The  FEIS  should  describe  what  her- 
bicide would  be  used  to  control  the  3,760  acres  of  sagebrush  on 
the  Adobe  Valley  allotment  (DEIS,  page  67) .   We  also  recommend 
that  the  FEIS  specify  that  any  pesticide  (as  defined  under  Sec- 
tion 2 (u)  of  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide 
Act  as  amended)  used  is: 

(1)  registered  with  the  EPA  and  the  State  of  California; 

(2)  specifically  registered  for  the  proposed  use; 

(3)  used  only  in  accordance  with  requirements  for  the  safe 
mixing,  storing,  loading  and  disposal  of  such  poisons; 

(4)  marked  with  a  current  label ; 


cent. 
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loLl-la^s^nd^guL^ionsf  and5  ^   "*   *"  ^^^^    ^   ™« 
(6)   applied  so  that  worker  safety  is  ensured. 

Two  recent  directives  implemented  by  EPA  which  may  affect  BLM 
management  activities  are:  c  aui 

llLrlr?teCt*°n   °f  Federally-listed  endangered  species  -  The  DEI 
^ferS^°  ef angered'  threatened  and  candidate  species  in  the 

t^n  of  lpA'srEn^nU  ^"^  "?  aWare  °f  the  uPc°ming  implementa- 
tion of  EPA  s  Endangered  Species  Protection  Program  which 
through  Pesticide  labeling,  will  refer  users  to  county-specific 
users  In^n*  1?*lB   °"  affected  Products  will  required 
fnr  th»   allcountles  comply  with  use  limitations  in  the  bulletin 
for  the  county  in  which  they  intend  to  use  the  pesticide;  and 

(2)   Worker  Protection  Standards  -  Only  July  8,  1988,  EPA  issued 
a  Notice  of  Proposed  Rulemaking  in  the  Fedeial^egisiei  which 
Proposed  revisions  to  40  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  Part  170 
to  expand  the  scope  of  the  worker  protection  standards  to  include 
not  only  workers  performing  hand  labor  operations  in  fields 
treated  with  pesticides,  but  workers  in  nurseries,  forests  and 
greenhouses  and  workers  who  handle  (mix,  load  and  apply)  pes? 
ticides  in  these  locations.   Further,  the  proposal  would  expand 
SSEiH  re<*ulrements  for  warnings  about  applications,  personal 
sTons  forede?onTent  3*   Gentry  restrictions  and  add  ne   provi- 
sions for  decontamination,  emergency  medical  duties,  traininc  and 
provision  of  safety  information  to  workers.   Also,  ihe  proposal 
o?!S,lfieS  ^^mation  that  must  appear  on  labels  of  al/pesticide 
?«   "fSHS?  3SC£  to.Part  170  «hich  will  appear  at  40  CFRPpart 
156,  "Labeling  Requirements  for  Pesticides  and  Devices." 

Air  Oual ity 

on   pagTl76dofhtLthDElfbeCU:xpa0nde0df.alr   ?*"**    *****    ~— d 

2*  ^i^c^radve^eif  S  ^it^itil  '    wfre^n^Sat 
the   FEIS    identify   the   California   and   Federa/ciean  Air  "re- 
quirements   for   meeting   air   quality   standards.      We   also   recommend 
that   you   coordinate   with   the   Great   Basin  Unified  Air   Pollution 
Control    District    (GBAPCD)    for  compliance   with   Federal    and   State 
air   quality   standards   and   to   adopt   measures   to   minimize   adverse 
irapacts   to   air   quality,    if   necessary.      The   FEIS   should      adVerSe 
demonstrate   that   sufficient   mitigation  measures   will   be   imple- 
mented  to   assure   attainment   and  maintenance   of   air   quality   stan- 
dditio-nalWinfo^atiorend   "*   ^   FEIS    inel«-   the^l^wingW 
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(1)   where  the  prescribed  burns  would  be  located,  including 
elevation  and  proximity  to  sensitive  areas  such  as  roads  and 
recreational  areas; 


(2) 


how  many  acres  would  be  burned  at  a  time; 


(3)  what  active  measures,  if  any,  would  be  taken  to  reduce  emis- 
sions from  prescribed  burning  (e.g.,  backing  fires,  evaluation  of 
moisture  content,  and  mop-up  procedures  to  minimize  smoldering) ; 

(4)  the  time(s)  of  year  when  prescribed  burning  is  anticipated 
(we  recommend  that  any  burning  occur  only  under  favorable 
meteorological  conditions  required  for  smoke  dispersion  and  at- 
tainment of  air  quality  standards) ;  and 

(5)  permit  conditions  likely  to  be  required  by  the  GBAPCD  for 
prescribed  burning. 

Wilderness 

The  DEIS  (page  24)  states  that  only  the  27,240-acre  portion  of 
the  Southern  Inyo  Mountains  Wilderness  Area  is  proposed  for  wil- 
derness management  under  the  RMP.   EPA  believes  that  wilderness 
designations  for  other  study  areas  would  benefit  water  quality, 
riparian  habitat,  vegetation,  wildlife,  and  soil  resources.   The 
FEIS  should  discuss  why  other  unique  areas,  such  as  Benton  Range, 
are  not  being  recommended  as  wilderness  areas. 

Off-Hiahwav  Vehicle  Use 

The  DEIS  (page  117)  states  that  off-highway  vehicle  (OHV)  use  op- 
portunities are  available  throughout  the  RMA,  and  vehicle  use  is 
limited  to  designated  roads  and  trails.   EPA  strongly  recommends 
that  sensitive  areas  such  as  Fish  Slough  ACEC  be  closed  to  OHVs. 
We  also  recommend  that  OHV  restrictions  be  monitored  for  com- 
pliance.  The  use  of  OHVs,  especially  in  wetland/riparian  areas, 
can  be  a  significant  nonpoint  source  of  pollution.   While  limit- 
ing the  use  of  OHVs  to  designated  roads  and  trails  would  have  a 
beneficial  impact  on  water  quality  and  biodiversity,  we  question 
whether  such  a  restriction  could  be  enforced,  given  the  extensive 
areas  that  BLM  manages.   A  better  alternative,  in  terms  of  non- 
point  source  control,  would  be  to  close  all  wetland,  wet  meadows, 
riparian  areas,  and  areas  of  high  erosion  potential  to  OHVs. 
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EPA  Conments  -  January  1991 

Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan/DEIS 

BLM,  Mono  and  Inyo  Counties,  CA 


Cumulative  Impacts 


The  DEIS  identifies  reasonably  foreseeable  projects  within  the 
RMA,  including:   (1)  construction  of  the  proposed  transmission 
line  through  Soldier  Canyon  to  provide  electricity  to  the  City  of 
Los  Angeles;  (2)  a  geothermal  electric  power  generating  project; 
and  (3)  land  development  for  agricultural  and  residential  uses. 

The  FEIS  should  include  more  detailed  discussion  of  the  cumula- 
tive impacts  to  natural  resources,  including  water 
quality/fisheries  and  wetland/riparian  habitat  which  would  result 
with  construction  of  these  anticipated  future  projects. 

We  assume  that  a  separate  DEIS  will  be  prepared  to  analyze  the 
impacts  associated  with  the  proposed  transmission  line  construc- 
tion project.   This  should  be  clarified  in  the  FEIS.   The  infor- 
mation contained  in  the  DEIS  does  not  sufficiently  disclose  all 
environmental  impacts.   The  DEIS  (page  169)  states  that  the  Sol- 
dier Canyon  area  is  characterized  by  the  lack  of  perennial 
streams.   However,  the  FEIS  should  specify  whether  waters  of  the 
United  States,  including  wetlands,  riparian  areas,  and  other  spe- 
cial aquatic  sites,  would  be  adversely  affected  with  construction 
of  this  project  or  any  other  transmission  line  alternative.   The 
FEIS  should  also  specify  whether  U.S.  waters  would  be  affected  by 
other  phases  of  the  proposed  transmission  line  construction 
project.   Similarly,  air  quality  impacts  associated  with  con- 
struction of  transmission  lines  (e.g.,  PM10  and  N0X)  should  be 
identified. 

Threatened  and  Endangered  Species 

The  DEIS  (page  209)  states  that  construction  of  the  proposed 
transmission  line  through  Solider  Canyon  would  result  in  mor- 
tality to  the  Federally-listed  endangered  bald  eagle  because  of 
bird  strikes  and  electrocution.   The  document  further  states  that 
any  bald  eagle  mortality  would  violate  the  Endangered  Species  Act 
of  1973,  as  amended.   The  FEIS  should  explain  how  and  if  these 
significant  adverse  impacts  to  an  endangered  species  could  be 
adequately  mitigated. 
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SUMMARY  OF   RATING  DEFINITIONS  AND  POLIOW-UP  ACTION* 

Environmental  Impact  of  the  Action 

IP — Lack  of  Objections 

The  EPA  review  has  not  identified  any  potential  environmental  impacts  requiring 
substantive  changes  to  the  proposal.  The  review  may  have  disclosed  opportunities  for 
application  of  mitigation  measures  that  could  be  accomplished  with  no  more  than  minor 
changes  to  the  proposal. 

EC — Environmental  Concerns 

The  EPA  review  has  identified  environmental  impacts  that  should  be  avoided  in  order  to 
fully  protect  the  environment.  Corrective  measures  may  require  changes  to  the  preferred 
alternative  or  application  of  mitigation  measures  that  can  reduce  the  environmental  impact. 
EPA  would  like  to  work  with  the  lead  agency  to  reduce  these  impacts. 

EO— Environmental  Objections 

The  EPA  review  has  identified  significant  environmental  impacts  that  must  be  avoided  in 
order  to  provide  adequate  protection  for  the  environment.  Corrective  measures  may  require 
substantial  changes  to  the  preferred  alternative  or  consideration  of  some  other  project 
alternative  (including  the  no  action  alternative  or  a  new  alternative).  EPA  intends  to 
work  with  the  lead  agency  to  reduce  these  impacts. 

EU — Environmentally  Unsatisfactory 

The  EPA  review  has  identified  adverse  environmental  impacts  that  are  of  sufficient  magni- 
tude that  they  are  unsatisfactory  from  the  standpoint  of  environmental  quality,  public 
health  or  welfare.  EPA  intends  to  work  with  the  lead  agency  to  reduce  these  impacts.  If 
the  potential  unsatisfactory  impacts  are  not  corrected  at  the  final  EIS  stage,  this 
proposal  will  be  recarmended  for  referral  to  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ). 

Adequacy  of  the  Impact  Statement 

Category  1 — Adequate 

EPA  believes  the  draft  EIS  adequately  sets  forth  the  environmental  impact(s)  of  the 
preferred  alternative  and  those  of  the  alternatives  reasonably  available  to  the  project  or 
action.  No  further  analysis  or  data  collection  is  necessary,  but  the  reviewer  may  suggest 
the  addition  of  clarifying  language  or  information. 

Category  2 — Insufficient  Information 

The  draft  EIS  does  not  contain  sufficient  information  for  EPA  to  fully  assess  environmental 
impacts  that  should  be  avoided  in  order  to  fully  protect  the  environment,  or  the  EPA 
reviewer  has  identified  new  reasonably  available  alternatives  that  are  within  the  spectrun 
of  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  draft  EIS,  which  could  reduce  the  environmental  impacts  of 
the  action.  The  identified  additional  information,  data,  analyses,  or  discussion  should  be 
included  in  the  final  EIS. 

Category  3 — Inadequate 

EPA  does  not  believe  that  the  draft  EIS  adequately  assesses  potentially  significant 
environmental  impacts  of  the  action,  or  the  EPA  reviewer  has  identified  new,  reasonably 
available  alternatives  that  are  outside  of  the  spectrum  of  alternatives  analyzed  in  the 
draft  EIS,  which  should  be  analyzed  in  order  to  reduce  the  potentially  significant  environ- 
mental impacts.  EPA  believes  that  the  identified  additional  information,  data,  analyses,  or 
discussions  are  of  such  a  magnitude  that  they  should  have  full  public  review  at  a  draft 
stage.   EPA  does  not  believe  that  the  draft  EIS  is  adequate  for  the  purposes  of  the  NEPA 
and/or  Section  309  review,  and  thus  should  be  formally  revised  and  made  available  for  public 
comment  in  a  supplemental  or  revised  raft  EIS.  Cn  the  basis  of  the  potential  significant 
impacts  involved,  this  proposal  could  be  a  candidate  for  referral  to  the  CEQ. 


*From:  EPA  Manual  1640, 
the  Environment." 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  166  (U.S.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency) 

166-1)    Your  comment  has  been  noted  and  considered. 

166-2)  Your  concerns  for  impacts  resulting  from  implementation  of 
Alternative  4  of  the  draft  RMP  were  considered  during 
development  of  the  proposed  action.  Responses  to  specific 
comments  and  brief  descriptions  of  changes  incorporated  into 
the  final  RMP  to  address  your  concerns  are  presented  below. 

1 66-3)  The  discussion  of  water  quality  impacts  presented  in  the  draft 
has  been  expanded  in  the  final. 

166-4)  Please  see  the  "Grazing"  general  response  (p.5-11).  Current 
ecological  condition  is  shown  in  Table  3-7  of  the  final  RMP. 

Please  see  the  "Monitoring"  section  in  Chapter  1  of  the  final 
RMP.  An  area-wide  monitoring  support  need  has  been  added 
to  Chapter  2. 

Resource  decisions  in  the  RMP  will  be  carried  out  through 
activity  plans  (Page  24-25,  draft  RMP)  and  are  identified  under 
support  needs  for  each  Management  Area.  In  regard  to 
livestock  grazing,  these  activity  plans  are  Coordinated  Resource 
Management  Plans  (CRMP)  and  Allotment  Management  Plans 
(AMP).  The  resource  decisions  in  the  RMP  guide  the 
development  and  revision  of  CRMPs  and  AMPs.  Refer  to  the 
SOP  section  of  the  final  RMP  under  Soil,  Water,  and  Air  for  the 
requirements  to  assure  protection  of  water  quality. 

166-5)  A  comprehensive  inventory  of  existing  water  quality  and 
beneficial  uses  is  not  available  for  all  waters  in  the  resource 
area.  We  have  included  a  Standard  Operating  Procedure  that 
addresses  compliance  with  the  Federal  Antidegradation  Policy 
to  ensure  protection  and  maintenance  of  existing  water  quality 
or  beneficial  uses. 
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166-6,7)  Potential  acquisitions,  water  pollution,  and  potential  resource 
conflicts  will  be  addressed  in  the  upcoming  studies  following 
completion  of  this  RMP. 

1 66-8)  The  discussion  of  water  quality  impacts  was  expanded  to  include 
information  on  how  Best  Management  Practices  (BMPs)  would 
be  developed,  implemented  and  monitored.  This  expanded 
section  also  describes  how  BMPs,  SOPs  and  other  measures  will 
be  used  to  ensure  compliance  with  the  Federal  Antidegradation 
Policy. 

166-9)  The  BLM  manages  only  a  small  fraction  of  the  total  riparian 
resource  in  the  Eastern  Sierra  region.  The  statement  that 
"riparian  resources  would  continue  to  be  impacted  by  livestock 
grazing  and  water  diversion  and  export"  refers  to  region-wide 
impacts.  Though  significant  improvements  were  projected  for 
riparian  areas  on  Bureau  lands  as  the  result  of  implementation 
of  either  alternative  3  or  4,  this  would  have  only  a  slight  positive 
impact  on  region-wide  riparian  and  fisheries  habitat  conditions. 
This  is  clarified  in  the  final. 

The  proposed  action  goes  far  beyond  the  Area  Manager's 
Guideline  that  "to  the  extent  practical  riparian  areas  will  be 
maintained,  restored  and  improved."  A  total  of  483  acres  of 
riparian  habitat  are  targeted  for  desired  plant  community 
management.  This  is  76%  of  the  riparian  habitat  in  the  resource 
area.  There  are  also  decisions  to  provide  (1)  yearlong  protection 
for  all  riparian  areas,  (2)  maintenance  of  95%  of  the  mean 
monthly  flow  in  all  area  streams  and  springs,  (3)  no  net  loss  of 
riparian  and  wetland  habitats,  and  (4)  opportunities  for  the 
restoration  of  degraded  riparian  and  aquatic  systems.  In 
addition,  several  SOPs  provide  further  guidance  for  protection 
and  improvement  of  riparian  resources. 

The  resource  area  already  has  a  riparian  monitoring  program  in 
place  (see  responses  135-59  and  135-65). 

166-10)  Much  of  the  information  on  past  and  anticipated  use  is 
contained  within  the  "Reasonably  Foreseeable  Development 
Scenario"  for  minerals  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  RMP. 


Without  knowing  what,  if  any,  mineral  development  plans  are 
forthcoming,  we  cannot  predict  what  development  and 
reclamation  guidelines  and  restrictions  would  be  best.  These 
management  decisions  are  highly  site-specific.  Each  Plan  of 
Operation  received  will  require  exhaustive  environmental  impact 
analyses,  including  public  input. 

166-11)  The  reference  to  chemical  control  of  sagebrush  was  in 
Alternative  1  and  is  not  a  proposed  action.  If  herbicide  use  is 
planned  at  any  time,  the  type  would  be  determined  at  the 
activity  plan  level  and  would  conform  to  the  California 
Vegetative  Management  FEIS  and  all  applicable  federal,  state, 
and  county  standards  and  policies. 

166-12)  Your  recommendations  on  pesticide  use  are  included  under 
Standard  Operating  Procedures  in  the  final  RMP. 

166-13)  We  have  discussed  air  quality  with  the  Great  Basin  Unified  Air 
Pollution  Control  District  and  have  expanded  the  RMP 
discussion  of  air  quality.  The  prescribed  burning  was  not 
carried  forward  to  the  preferred  alternative.  If  prescribed 
burning  is  done,  a  burn  plan  containing  the  information  you 
specify  will  be  submitted  to  the  Air  Pollution  Control  District 
beforehand.  As  discussed  with  the  Air  Pollution  Control  District, 
environmental  analyses  will  be  conducted  on  activities  which 
may  have  a  significant  adverse  effect  on  air  quality.  Mitigation 
measures  will  be  implemented  to  assure  attainment  and 
maintenance  of  air  quality  standards. 

166-14)  Please  see  Chapter  1,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the 
final  RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review 
process. 

166-15)  Please  see  general  response  to  comments  on  OHV 
management  (p.5-8). 

1 66-1 6)    Your  comment  has  been  noted  and  considered. 
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166-17)  The  corridor  decision  has  been  changed;  please  see  Chapter  2 
(p.2-47)  for  the  revised  decision  and  rationale.  Also  see  the 
general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.5-1 6).  The  draft  RMP 
states,  on  pp.90-91,  that  an  EIS  would  be  required  for  any 
proposed  transmission  line  in  the  Soldier  Canyon  area  Only 
through  such  an  EIS  can  a  determination  be  made  regarding 
potential  impacts  to  wetlands,  riparian  areas,  and  special  aquatic 
sites.  The  Soldier  Canyon  area  is  known  to  contain  only  a  few, 
small  areas  of  water  oriented  habitats;  therefore,  it  is  anticipated 
that  the  impacts  to  that  type  of  resource  could  probably  be 
mitigated  via  avoidance.  The  EIS  would  identify  specific  impacts 
to  all  resources  in  the  area,  including  water  and  air  quality. 

1 66-1 8)  The  final  plan  impact  analysis  directs  formal  consultation  under 
Section  7  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  (as  amended)  be 
initiated  to  develop  mitigation  of  possible  impact  to  federally 
listed  species. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  167  (Sylvia  Colton) 

167-1)  The  word  "generally"  has  been  removed  from  Area  Manager's 
Guideline  #2  (#5  in  the  final  plan).  The  word  has  been  retained 
in  AMG  concerning  mule  deer  winter  range  and  sage  grouse 
habitat.  Please  refer  to  response  1 54-1 0  which  provides  a  brief 
statement  on  the  intent  of  the  RMP. 

The  AMG  for  riparian  areas  has  been  reworded  in  the  final  plan. 
Please  refer  to  AMG  #6. 

Concerning  your  comment  regarding  use  of  the  word  "must"  for 
wildlife  habitat,  please  refer,  again,  to  response  154-10  and 
carefully  compare  the  changes  in  Alternative  4  decisions  in  the 
final  plan.  Also,  note  the  additional  standard  operating 
procedures  for  riparian/wetland  and  soil/water. 

167-2)  The  corridor  decision  has  been  changed;  please  see  Chapter  2 
(p.2-47)  for  the  revised  decision  and  rationale.  Also  see  the 
general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.5-16). 

167-3)    Please  see  the  "Grazing"  general  response  (p.5-11). 

167-4)  We  are  currently  developing  environmental  education  materials 
with  Inyo  County  to  be  used  in  classroom  settings.  Our  staff  is 
available  for  public  presentations,  field  trips  and  classroom 
lectures.  As  our  environmental  education  program  evolves,  we 
will  incorporate  all  sectors  of  the  community  since  an  effective 
program  necessitates  that  all  citizens  support  environmentally 
sound  actions. 


1 67-5,6)    Thank  you  for  your  comments, 
considered. 

167-7)    See  response  29-1. 


They  have  been  noted  and 
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American  levers 


January   24,    1990 


SENT    BY    FAX 


Michael  Ferguson 
Bishop  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
787  N.  Main  Street,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA   93514 

Re:   Draft  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan/EIS 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

American  Rivers,  formerly  named  the  American  Rivers 
Conservation  Council,  is  a  national,  public  interest  not-for- 
profit  corporation  with  more  than  14,000  members  nationwide. 
American  Rivers  is  the  only  national  conservation  organization 
dedicated  exclusively  to  the  preservation  of  free-flowing  rivers. 
In  its  seventeen-year  history,  American  Rivers  has  worked 
intensively  to  protect  rivers  under  the  federal  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  Act  and  has  actively  assisted  states  and  local  groups  with 
their  river  conservation  efforts. 

American  Rivers  has  worked  extensively  with  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  ("BLM")  since  1987  in  its  planning  efforts  for 
the  river  resources  on  the  public  lands.   American  Rivers  has 
assisted  the  planning  staff  in  Washington  to  clarify  admini- 
strative direction  for  consideration  of  potential  wild  and  scenic 
rivers  in  BLM's  resource  management  planning,  and  has  reviewed 
and  commented  on  numerous  BLM  plans.   American  Rivers  has  filed 
four  Protests  of  Resource  Management  Plans.   Each  Protest 
alleged,  inter  alia,  that  the  individual  RMP  failed  to  comply 
with  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  and  explicit  agency  admin- 
istrative requiring  that  BLM  study  potential  wild  and  scenic 
rivers  and  provide  interim  management  prescriptions  for  those 
rivers  found  eligible.   The  Director  agreed  that  the  subject  RMPs 
failed  to  comply  with  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  and  on  June 
4,  1990  advised  the  affected  State  Directors  that  additional 
planning  was  required  to  comply  with  established  requirements. 

American  Rivers  members  live  near,  use  and  benefit  from  the 
resources  of  the  Bishop  Resource  Area  ("BRA"),  including  its 
rivers  and  associated  landscapes. 
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Mr.  Michael  Ferguson 
January  24,  1991 
Page  2 


GENERAL  COMMENTS 

Section  5(d)  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act,  16  U.S.C. 
section  1271  et  sea. ■  requires  all  federal  agencies  to  consider 
potential  national  wild,  scenic  and  recreational  river  areas  in 
all  planning  for  the  use  and  development  of  water  and  related 
land  resources.   16  U.S.C.  section  1276(d).   The  planning 
responsibility  imposed  by  section  5(d)  plainly  requires  the  BLM 
to  assess  the  values  of  potential  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  during 
the  preparation  of  resource  management  plans  pursuant  to  the 
FLPMA.   Recognizing  that  responsibility,  BLM  Manual  Section 
1623.41A2d  identifies  wild  and  scenic  river  recommendations  as  a 
possible  determination  to  be  made  in  such  plans. 

To  provide  further  guidance  for  fulfilling  BLM's  planning 
responsibilities  for  potential  wild  and  scenic  rivers,  the 
agency's  Washington  office  on  July  23,  1987  circulated  Instruc- 
tion Memorandum  No.  87-615,  containing  draft  guidelines  for 
identifying,  evaluating,  and  protecting  potential  wild  and  scenic 
rivers  on  BLM  lands.   That  guidance  was  promulgated  by  the 
Director  in  final  form  in  Instruction  Memorandum  No.  87-670  and 
the  attached  Guidelines  for  Fulfilling  Requirements  of  the  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  (the  "Guidelines") ,  issued  September  8, 
1988  and  renewed  annually.   In  addition,  the  Director  included  a 
"Wild  and  Scenic  River  Act  Plan  Review  Procedures  Summary" 
("Procedures  Summary")  with  his  June  4,  1990  Memorandum  to  State 
Directors  concerning  the  resolution  of  existing  American  Rivers' 
Protests  that  clarified  certain  elements  of  the  study  process. 

Under  the  directions  established  in  the  Guidelines,  planning 
for  potential  wild  and  scenic  rivers  on  BLM  lands  follows  a 
relatively  straightforward,  three-step  procedure.   Each  BLM 
resource  management  plan  is  to: 

(1)  evaluate  the  eligibility  of  potential  wild  and  scenic 
rivers  within  its  planning  area  for  inclusion  in  the 
National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System  in  accordance 
with  the  criteria  set  forth  in  Section  1(b)  of  the  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  (i.e.,  whether  the  river  is  free- 
flowing  and  possesses  one  or  more  "outstandingly 
remarkable"  values) ; 

(2)  determine  the  appropriate  classification  ("wild," 
"scenic,"  or  "recreational")  for  rivers  found  to  be 
eligible; 

(3)  assess  the  suitability  of  such  rivers  for  inclusion  in 
the  national  rivers  system,  based  upon  the  public 
values  and  uses  that  would  be  enhanced  or  foreclosed  by 
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Mr.  Michael  Ferguson 
January  24,  1991 
Page  3 


such  protection,  the  degree  of  public,  state  and  local 
lt>8-l  interest  in  designation,  and  practical  concerns 

regarding  costs  and  feasibility  of  administration. 

Guidelines,  Section  VIII,  at  9-12. 

Until  a  final  decision  is  reached  by  the  agency  and,  for 
recommended  rivers,  by  Congress,  BLM  is  to  protect  river  resource 
values  and  characteristics  through  specific  management  pre- 
scriptions established  in  specific  or  programmatic  interim  man- 
agement plans.   Guidelines,  Section  IV. C. ,  at  p.  7;  Section  IX, 
at  p.  20. 

I.    Comments  Concerning  Eligibility 

American  Rivers  commends  the  planning  team  for  its  attention 
168-2.     to  eligibility  determination.   A  large  number  of  streams  pos- 
sessing outstandingly  remarkable  values  are  identified  in  the 
RMP. 

Planning  teams  sometimes  ignore,  or  merely  give  cursory 
acknowledgment  to,  the  fact  that  ecological  values  may  qualify  a 
river  for  inclusion  in  the  national  rivers  system.   See  U.S. 
Departments  of  Interior  and  Agriculture,  National  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  System;  Final  Revised  Guidelines  for  Eligibility. 
Classification  and  Management  o'f  River  Areas  ( " I nter agency 
Guidelines"),  47  Fed.  Reg.  39454,  39457  ("In  addition  to  the 
specific  values  listed  in  Section  1(b)  of  the  Act,  other  similar 
values,  such  as  ecological,  if  outstandingly  remarkable,  can 
justify  inclusion  of  a  river  in  the  national  rivers  system."). 
The  planners  attention  to  the  wide-range  of  resource  values, 
including  sensitive  plants,  fishes  and  ecological  values,  that 
would  qualify  a  stream  for  wild  and  scenic  designation  is 
particularly  impressive. 

We  particularly  support  the  determination  that  Fish  Slough 
is  an  eligible  river.   Congress  provided  an  expansive  definition 
of  "river"  in  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act.   See  16  U.S.C. 
§1286 (a)  ("'River'  means  a  flowing  body  of  water  or  estuary  or  a 
section,  portion,  or  tributary  thereof,  including  rivers, 
streams,  creeks,  runs,  kills,  rills,  and  small  lakes.").   The 
wild  and  scenic  rivers  system  encompasses  a  wide  range  of  rivers 
and  streams,  from  Alaska's  vast  Fortymile  River  system  to 
Louisiana's  Saline  Bayou  River  to  New  Hampshire's  Wildcat  Brook 
to  California's  Smith  River.   Identification  of  Fish  Slough  as 
eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  national  rivers  system  is  fully 
consistent  with  the  Congressional  definition  of  river. 
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II.   Classification 


American  Rivers  urges  the  planners  to  critically  assess  the 
determination  that  many  rivers,  such  as  Dog  Creek,  Hot  Creek, 
Fish  Slough,  are  properly  classified  as  recreational.   Our 
experience  indicates  that  many  streams  identified  as  recreational 
sometimes  qualify  for  a  scenic  classification.   See  Interagency 
Guidelines  and  Director's  Memorandum  for  discussion  of  applicable 
criteria. 

III.  suitability 

The  RMP  is  silent  as  to  a  schedule  of  suitability  studies. 
Applicable  guidance  strongly  recommends  that  suitability  studies 
be  completed  in  the  RMP. 


IV.   Interim  Management  Guidelines 


its 


In  order  to  protect  the  resource  values  and  character  of 
potential  wild  and  scenic  rivers  until  a  decision  is  reached 
regarding  their  designation,  BLM's  Guidelines  require  agency 
planners  to  establish  detailed  management  prescriptions.   The 
Guidelines  state:  "...  the  RMP  must  prescribe  the  protection 
(interim  management  prescriptions)  to  be  provided  for  the  river 
and  adjacent  public  land  area  pending  the  suitability  and,  when 
necessary,  subsequent  action  by  the  Congress."   Guidelines, 
Section  VIII. A. 3. a.,  at  p.  11. 

American  Rivers  commends  the  planning  team  for  developing 
one  of  the  finest  set  of  interim  management  prescriptions 
contained  in  any  RMP. 

The  prescriptions  should  be  modified,  however,  to  comply 
with  the  Director's  Guidelines  which  require  protection  of  "river 
resource  values  and  characteristics  of  candidate  river  segments 
and  study  areas  until  studies  have  been  completed  and  congres- 
sional action  has  been  completed."   Guidelines,  Section  IV,  C. 
This  would  ensure,  for  example,  that  the  scenic  values  of 
Virginia  Creek  would  be  protected  even  though  the  stream  is 
classified  as  recreational,  and  therefore  subject  to  a  visual 
resource  standard  of  partial  retention.   Failure  to  specify  that 
the  outstandingly  remarkable  scenic  values  of  Virginia  Creek 
would  be  protected  may  lead  to  degradation  of  such  values  by 
application  of  a  partial  retention  VQO. 
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Conclusion 


Please  do  not  hesitate  to  communicate  with  us  if  you  have 
any  questions  concerning  any  of  the  matters  set  forth  above.   We 
look  forward  to  working  with  the  Bishop  Resource  Area  planning 
team  throughout  the  RMP  process. 


original  sent  by  mail 


Thomas  J. 

Public  Lands  Counsel 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  168  (American  Rivers) 

168-1)  Thank  you  for  your  comments.  They  have  been  noted  and 
considered. 

168-2)  Thank  you  for  your  comments.  Please  note  that  Mill  Creek  has 
been  reevaluated  in  the  final  RMP  and  determined  eligible  for 
study,  classified  as  wild. 

168-3)  We  consider  the  classifications  to  be  potential  designations 
based  on  our  knowledge  of  the  field  situation.  We  have 
reassessed  the  creeks  and  have  modified  the  final  RMP  so  that 
both  Hot  Creek  and  Rock  Creek  are  reclassified  as  scenic. 
During  the  upcoming  studies,  we  will  reevaluate  the 
classifications  based  on  more  complete  field  information  and 
make  changes  accordingly. 

168-4,5)    Please  see  response  152-1,  third  and  last  paragraphs. 
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12233  Ar6or9flt Strut 

Maorparh  OK  93021 

(805)523-1457 


January  11, 1991 


Mr.  Mike  Ferguson 

Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

787  N  Main  Street 

Suite  P 

Bishop,  CA  93514 

Dear  Mike: 

I  am  writing  to  you  in  regard  to  land  I  own  which  is  located  in  the  Granite 
Mountain  management  area.  This  property,  which  comprises  approximately 
3,750  acres  including  Cedar  Hill,  is  bordered  on  all  sides  by  either  BLM  or 
USFS  lands.   I  have  recently  received  several  queries  from  development 
companies  regarding  purchasing  the  land.  After  giving  careful  consideration 
to  the  eventual  disposition  of  the  property  and  potential  use  thereafter, 
however,  I  feel  that  this  land  should  be  held  in  public  ownership  for  the 
following  reasons: 

1.)       The  quality  of  recreational  opportunities  on  the  land  is  excellent 
and  diverse.  Currently  there  are  OHV  trails  winding  through  the  lower, 
flatter  portions  of  the  property  which  appear  to  be  frequently  utilized.  As  one 
moves  up  in  elevation  the  vegetation  increases  in  both  diversity  and  beauty. 
The  higher  portions  offer  opportunities  for  hiking  as  well  as  camping. 

2.)       Views  from  the  property  are  magnificent!  As  you  can  see  in  the 
pictures  I  have  included,  there  are  panoramic  views  of  not  only  Mono  Lake 
and  the  Scenic  Basin,  but  of  other  BLM  lands  as  well. 

3.)       Due  to  its  proximity  to  U.S.  Highway  167  and  its  elevation,  the 
property  can  be  seen  prominently  by  anyone  driving  by. 

4.)       There  is  significant  wildlife  traveling  through  and  living  on  the 
property.  On  a  recent  visit,  I  noted  numerous  and  varied  tracks  throughout 
the  property. 

5.)       The  property  is  contiguous  to  other  BLM  properties  and  its 
acquisition  would  consolidate  currently  owned  parcels  in  the  Cedar  Hills  area. 


lfr<M 


6.)       While  the  development  companies  interested  in  the  property 
have  not  discussed  their  intentions  for  the  disposition  of  the  land,  it  seems  a 
terrible  waste  to  significantly  alter  the  current  natural  state  of  the  property. 

I  briefly  discussed  my  property  with  Dave  Lehmann  and  he  indicated  that  you 
were  currently  developing  a  resource  management  plan  for  the  area  in  which 
you  have  identified  18,000  acres  for  potential  acquisition.  If  there  is  any  way 
that  my  property  could  be  included  in  your  acquisitions,  I  feel  that  the  publics' 
interests  would  be  well  served. 

Please  feel  free  to  contact  me  with  any  questions  or  if  I  may  be  of  any 
assistance  in  your  review  of  the  property  and  this  request. 


Very  truly  yours. 


IM-I 

COOT. 


Stephen  D.  Waskul 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  169  (Stephen  D.  Waskul) 

169-1)    Your  proposed  acquisition  is  in  conformance  with  the  final  plan 
because  it  would  protect  scenery  in  the  Mono  Basin. 


170-1 


170-2. 


no -3 


January  15,  1991 


Hi'.  Michael  Ferguson 
BIjM  Area  Manager 
Bishop  Resource  Area 
737  B.  Main  St . ,  Sttl te  P 
Bishop,  CA  93514 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

Enclosed  are  cements  in  response  to  the  Draft  Bishop  Resource  Manage- 
ment Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  These  comments  are  from  a 
private  citizen's  viewpoint,  and  in  no  way  represent  those  of  my  employer,  the 
University  of  California.  Specific  comments  are  listed  by  page  number;  gener- 
al comments  on  the  overall  plan  follow. 

Specific  Comments  on  the  Plan: 

p.  57,  left  column  "The  local  economy  would  benefit  more  from  increased  tour- 
ism than  by  short-term  consumptive  uses  of  timber  and  other  natural 
resources.™   (Coleville  MA) 

This  is  a  speculative  statement  besides  which  it  totally  disregards 
whether  local  residents  really  WANT  increased  tourism  in  their  backyards! 


p.  66  left  colunn  "construct  the  following  mountain  bike/foot/horse  trails..." 

I  question  the  safety  of  combining  horse  and  mountain  bike  trails. 
While  the  mountain  bike  people  assure  me  that  it  is  not  a  problem,  I  have  had 
NUMEROUS  reports  and  horror  stories  from  horse  people  regarding  accident  ;ne 
to  the  sharing  of  trails.  Even  the  most  docile  of  horses  can  become  sp.  :ed 
and  unseat  a  rider  if  startled  suddenly. 

p.  72  left  column,  regarding  providing  for  recreational  uses  in  Long  Valley. 
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p.  200-201  "Impact  on  Livestock  Grazing" 

This  section  needs  to  be  rewritten  as  it  is  extremely  speculative  in 
1 70-4  nature.  This,  as  well  as  several  other  places  in  the  Draft  Plan  that  discuss 
livestock  grazing  are  demoralizing  and  outright  insulting  to  area  livestock 
producers,  and  portray  only  negative  impacts.  Such  negativism  is  hardly 
complimentary  or  beneficial  to  your  agency,  which  is  SUPPOSED  TO  BE  committed 
to  working  with  the  livestock  industry  to  sustain  resources  related  to  live- 
stock production.  From  the  number  of  times  the  Draft  Plan  blames  livestock 
grazing  for  resource  damage,  it  would  appear  that  either  there  are  gross 
deficiencies  in  the  management  strategy,  OR  that  BLM  personnel  are  failing  to 
communicate  and  work  with  area  ranchers  to  implement  better  management  (which 
is  what  I  hear  i )  . 

General  Comments  on  the  Plan: 

Regarding  land  acquisitions:   I  understand  from  a  previous  discussion 
\10-S  that  your  agency  has  included  all  potential  lands  acquisitions  of  interest  in 

order  to  prevent  plan  amendment  needs.  Nevertheless,  in  two  counties  where  so 
much  land  is  held  by  the  federal  government,  as  well  as  other  state  and  local 
agencies,  I  question  the  need  to  acquire  more  lands,  UNLESS  such  acquisitions 
are  accompanied  by  an  equivalent  land  disposal  WITHIN  the  affected  county. 
Adjacent  private  lands  do  net  receive  adequate  recognition  or  respect  from 
fublic  lands  users.  Also,  while  these  acquisitions  are  supposed  to  be  for 
protection  of  resource  values,  your  proposals  for  increased  tourism  and  recre- 
ation may  in  the  long  run  be  more  detrimental  to  these  areas,  than  private 
ownership  in  concert  with  sound  land  stewardship  policies.  BLM  and  other 
government  agencies  spend  too  much  time  acquiring  land  and  too  little  time 
being  a  good  neighbor  and  fostering  positive  land  stewardship  relationships  on 
adjacent  private  lands. 

Regarding  increased  tourism  and  recreational  opportunities:   While  I 
nO-t>  would  commend  an  effort  to  prepare  for  natural  growth'  and  improvements  in 

control  of  recreational  use  of  these  areas,  should  the  BLM  be  encouraging  or 
making  the  assumption  that  increased  tourism  is  better  for  local  economies  (p. 
57,  83),  at  the  expense  of  other  portions  of  the  economy  which  provide  local 
economic  stability  and  diversity?  This  area  already  has  a  narrow  selection  of 
the  types  of  jobs  available  (majority  are  tied  to  government  agencies,  or  are 
low-paying,  service  industry  positions  related  to  tourism).  Coupled  with  that 
are  high  prices  and  inadequate  housing  for  the  consumer  demand  in  the  area. 
What  does  this  do  to  the  quality  of  life  for  local  dwellers?  Many  local 
people  also  prefer  a  rural,  small-town  way  of  life,  and  this  preference  should 
be  a  consideration,  not  just  tourist  dollars. 


These  are  my  comments  on  the  Draft  Plan. 


Pr^/ate  Citizen 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  170  (Rhonda  R.  Gildersleeve) 

170-1)    This  statement  has  been  deleted  in  the  final  RMP. 

170-2)    Please  see  response  79-7. 

170-3)  Access  limitations,  coordination  with  private  landholders,  and 
any  recreation  use  limits  would  be  considered  in  the  activity  plan 
process  which  falls  outside  the  scope  of  this  RMP.  Please  see 
general  response  to  comments  on  OHV  management  (p.5-8). 

It  is  expected  that  due  to  overriding  RMP  prescriptions,  impacts 
to  sage  grouse  areas  would  be  minimal. 

1 70-4)    Please  see  the  revised  "Grazing"  section  of  Chapter  4. 

The  majority  of  livestock  impacts  cited  in  the  draft  RMP  occur  in 
springs,  streams,  aspen  groves,  sensitive  species  habitat,  and 
meadows.  Within  the  last  seven  years,  7  CRMPs  have  been 
developed  for  the  Bodie  Hills  with  the  main  goal  of  improving 
these  key  resources  and  wildlife  habitat.  Although  some 
progress  has  been  made,  the  RMP's  direction  is  further 
improvement  in  quantity  and  quality  of  these  areas. 

1 70-5)    See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals  (p.5-9). 

1 70-6)    Please  see  response  37-1 . 
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January  14,  1991 

Michael  Ferguson 
Bishop  Resource  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
7  87  N.  Main  St.,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA   93514 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson, 

I  am  writing  in  response  to  your  request  for  comment  on  the 
draft  Resource  Management  Plan.  Generally  speaking,  I  support 
Alternative  3  with  several  changes.  My  main  concern  is  that  the 
public  land  around  Bodie  State  Historic  Park  be  removed  from 
mineral  entry.  After  touring  several  operating  gold  mining  sites 
in  Mineral  County,  Nevada  with  a  citizens'  group  organized  by 
Mono  County,  I  am  convinced  that  mining  cannot  take  place  on  the 
Galactic  claim  without  severe  imacts  to  the  Park  and  neighboring 
public  lands.  I  feel  very  strongly  that  no  public  lands  should 
be  commited  to  mining  near  Bodie,  and  perhaps,  in  all  of  the 
Bodie  Hills. 

y  concerned  about  the  impacts  of  overgrazing 
have   seen  a  substantial  resource  damage  on  BLM 

Hills,  Mono  Basin,  and  Glass  Mountain  area.  I 
concerned  about  the  impacts  of  overgrazing  on 
pronghorn  and  sage  grouse.  Both  of  these 
e   feed   if   they  are  ever  to  resettle  the  Mono 

the   sheep  "mine"   so  much   of  the   public  and 

the  only  wildlife  that  flourishes  is  rabbits, 
hould  be  assessed  and  overgrazing  should  not  be 
eason.   There  needs  to  be  a  plan  that  addresses 

be  restored  to  a  long-term,  healthy  condition. 

All  WSA's  should  be  given  the  same  protection  as  a 
designated  wilderness  until  such  time  as  Congress  acts  on  the 
BLM's  recommendations.  I  believe  all  WSA's  should  continue  to  be 
roadless,  even  if  not  designated  by  Congress  because  there  is  so 
little  land  left  roadless  in  our  region--we  need  all  of  it — for 
recreation,  wildlife  and  the  protection  of  existing  natural  and 
cultural  resources. 

Off  road  vehicles  should  be  prohibed  from  all  WSA'.s,  ACEC's, 
and  all  sensitive  areas.  Vehicle  users  should  not  just  be  asked 
to  stay  on  existing  roads,  it  should  be  illegal  to  leave  a  road 
except  in  the  "sacrifice"  areas  designated  for  that  kind  of  off 
road  use . 

I  was  pleased  to  read  that  several  rivers  were  found  to  be 
eligible  for  Wild  and  Scenic  status  and  support  this  designation 
for  the  length  of  these  streams,  including  private  land. 
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Please  eliminate  all  utility   corridor  plans   from  BLM  land. 
After  seeing   what  they   did  to  get  the  utility  lines  through  the 


Cowtrack/Adobe  Hills  area,  I   was  appalled.    I   realize  that  the 

route  they   used  represented   a  compromise  to  help  protect  other 

scenic  resources  but  I   was  amazed   at  the  impact  such  corridors 
have  none  the  less . 

I  also  support  the  BLM  acquiring  private  lands  in  order  to 
preserve  critical  habitat  but  hope  that  you  will  also  have  the 
funds  to  protect  these  lands  once  acquired. 

I  wish  to  thank  the  BLM  for  supporting  the  re introduct i on  of 
pronghorn  to  the  Bodie  Hills  and  hope  that  the  agency  will  do  all 
it  can  to  assure  that  animal's  continued  survival  and  spread  in 
Mono  and  Inyo  counties.  I  hope  actions  have  been  or  will  be 
taken  to  preserve  sage  grouse  lekking  grounds  from  overgrazing 
and  vehicular  damage  throughout  the  region.  The  BLM  should  not 
be  afraid  to  close  roads/access  to  preserve  wildlife  habitat  and 
should  do  everything  it  can  to  reintroduce  expatriated  species  of 
plants  and  animals  to  public  lands. 

I  also  support  the  wishes  of  the  people  of  Mono  City  to  have 
some  BLM  land  set  aside  adjacent  to  the  settlement  for  use  as  a 
park.       — 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Management 
Plan.   Good  luck  with  preparation  of  the  final  document. 


Sincerely, 


(fa 


cu*Ae  *J 


'Qxoi.^J 


Lauren  Davis 
P.O.  Box  365 
Lee  Vining,  CA   93541 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  171  (Lauren  Davis) 

171-1)  Please  see  general  Bodie  response  (p.5-5),  which  addresses 
these  concerns. 

1 71  -2)  Historic  evidence  indicates  that  pronghorn,  especially,  occupied 
the  Mono  Basin  in  substantially  greater  number  than  present. 
Final  plan  decisions,  either  area-wide  or  for  Granite  Mountain 
management  area,  are  directed  at  habitat  improvement  for  sage 
grouse  and  pronghorn  (e.g.  DPC  for  sagebrush/bitterbrush 
within  2  miles  of  leks).  Support  needs  for  the  Granite  Mountain 
management  area  should  also  address  your  concern. 

The  intent  of  this  RMP  is  to  establish  resource  condition 
objectives  for  those  vegetation  communities  which  have  the 
highest  potential  for  improvement  through  changes  in  land  use 
management. 

171-3)  Please  see  Chapter  1 ,  Wilderness  Recommendations,  of  the  final 
RMP  for  further  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 

1 71  -4)  Please  see  general  response  to  comments  on  OHV  management 
(p.5-8). 

171-5)    Please  see  response  69-7. 

1 71-6)  The  transmission  line  corridor  decision  has  been  changed.  No 
east-west  corridor  is  designated.  However,  if  a  project  is 
proposed  for  Soldier  Canyon,  it  will  be  considered.  See  Chapter 
2  (p.2-47)  and  the  general  response  for  the  corridor  study  (p.5- 
16). 

171-7)    See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals  (p.5-9). 
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11465  Venice  Boulevard,  t»7 

Los  Angeles,  California   90066 

213/391-2723 


January  13,  1991 


Mr.  Michael  Ferguson,  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
787  North  Main  Street,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  California   93514 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

Thank  you  so  much  for  forwarding  a  draft  of  the  Bi 
Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
my  review.  I  applaud  and  appreciate  the  Bureau's  effort- 
address  the  current  conflict  over  the  use  of  the  Bodie  H 
Management  Area.  I  specifically  appreciate  your  statemen 
page  120  that  present  day  mining  operations  of  the  magni 
contemplated  by  Galactic  would  be  incompatible  with  the  ovp 
objectives  for  the  area.  However,  I  do  not  believe 
compromise  reflected  in  your  Preferred  Alternative  prov 
adequate  protection  for  this  unique  and  irreplaceable  histor 
site. 
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In  my  view,  Bodie  is  one  of  eastern  California's  ma ior 
resources,  and  I  believe  that  preservation  of  the  town  and  its 
historical  integrity  within  its  setting  should  be  the  Bureau's 
top  priority  for  this  Management  Area.  Specifically  I  would 
request  that  the  Preferred  Alternative  be  expanded  to  include' 


1 72  -2 
J  72 -3 
172-H 

172-5 


acquisition   program 
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The   more   aggressive    land 

described  in  Alternative  3; 

The    more    aggressive   habitat    and    watershed 

enhancement  program  described  in  Alternative  3; 

The  more  aggressive   ACEC  designation  described  in 

Alternative  3; 

And,  most  important,  a  total  mineral  withdraw,  not 

just  from   Bodie  Bowl  as  described   in  Alternative 

3,  but  from  the  entire  management  area. 


More  generally,  I  would  like  to  see  preservation  of 
Bodie  and  the  area's  other  cultural  resources  formally  included 
as  one  of  the  Bureau's  and  the  Plan  primary  stated  goals. 

Again,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Plan 
and  comment  on  your  department's  hard  work.  I  hope  that,  as  the 
Plan  is  finalised,  appropriate  and  effective  means  for  preserving 
Bodie  are  embraced. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  172  (Coral  Suter) 

172-1)  Please  see  general  Bodie  response  (p.5-5),  which  addresses 
these  concerns. 

172-2)    See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals  (p.5-9). 

172-3)    Your  comment  has  been  considered. 

172-4)    Please  see  response  100-36. 

1 72-5)  The  final  RMP  includes  a  proposed  mineral  withdrawal  within  the 
Bodie  Bowl.  See  Chapter  2  (p.2-22)  and  the  general  Bodie 
response  (p.5-5).  Also  see  the  general  minerals  response  (p.5- 
13),  which  addresses  the  issue  of  withdrawals. 

172-6)  The  management  theme  for  the  Bodie  Hills  Management  Area 
(page  64,  draft  RMP)  says  that  the  goal  is  to  protect  historical 
values.  Also  note  General  Policy  12  on  p.26  of  the  draft. 
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January  12,  1991 


Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
787  N.  Main  St.,  Suite  P 
Bishop,  CA  93514 

To  the  BLM, 

Unfortunately  I  was  unable  to  review  the  entire  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan 
and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  but  I  wish  to  comment  on  how  the  plan  affects 
The  Bodie  Historic  Mining  District  (including  Bodie  State  Park)  and  the  surrounding 
area.   Alternatives  3  and  4  in  the  plan  come  closest  to  supporting  my  philosophy  on 
how  the  area  should  be  managed.   I  wish  to  strongly  encourage  the  Bureau  to 
withdraw  all  of  its  lands  ajacent  to  Bodie  State  Park  from  mineral  exploration 
or  development.   Any  development  that  could  be  seen  or  heard  from  the  Bodie  bowl 
or  would  in  any  way  affect  the  integrity  of  the  historic  mining  district  would 
be  strongly  opposed  by  me . 

I  also  wish  to  oppose  any  disposal  of  lands  surrounding  Mono  City  for  development. 
I  wish  to  see  any  increased  development  in  the  Mono  Basin  to  occur  in  and  adjacent 
to  Lee  Vining,  if  anywhere.   Further  developing  satellite  developments  in  the 
Mono  Basin  will  detract  from  its  outstanding  scenic  qualities. 

I  hope  you  will  consider  the  above  comments  when  constructing  your  final 
management  alternative. 


Sincerely, 


Dave    Marquart 

P.O.    Box    274 

Lee   Vining,    CA   93541 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  173  (David  Marquart) 

173-1)    See  general  Bodie  response  (p.5-5). 

173-2)    See  general  response  for  acquisitions  and  disposals  (p.5-9). 
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January  10,  1991 

Bob  Ellis 

3106  Carlsen  St. 

Oakland,  CA  94602 

Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

787  N.  Main  St,  Suite  P 

Bishop,  CA  93514 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson, 

I  have  read  the  Bishop  Resource  Management  Plan  and  I  want  to  go  on  record  as 
FAVORABLE  TO  THE  NATURAL  RESOURCE  ENHANCEMENT  ALTERNATIVE. 

As  a  long-time  hiker  and  out-door  enthusiast  in  the  Eastern  Sierra  area,  I'd  like  my  voice 
be  heard  especially  in  regard  to  the  following: 

==>  YES  TO  NATURAL  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  OF  THE  SOUTH  INYO 
1 74- 1  MANAGEMENT  AREA.   I  STRONGLY  SUPPORT  MINERAL  LOCATION 

WITHDRAWAL  IN  THE  SOUTH  INYO  "NON-SUITABLE"  WSAs.   I  would  like  to  see  the 
Bristlecone  ACEC  established  and  all  efforts  made  to  keep  the  majority  of  the  South  Inyos 
in  a  wilderness  state.   I  have  hiked  the  French  Spring-Forgotten  Pass-Keynot  Peak  area 
and  its  combination  of  historic  mining  trails,  fantastic  Sierra  views,  and  awe  inspiring 
bristlecone  community  make  it  a  special  place  worth  all-out  protection.   Hooray  for  the 
return  of  the  bighorns! 

The  plan  makes  note  of  the  use  of  the  Eastern  Sierra  by  those  seeking  a  natural 
experience.   That  includes  me  several  times  a  year.   I  and  others  like  me  do  not  come  to 
the  area  to  see  geothermal  plants,  power  corridors,  over-grazed  land,  or  eroded  ORV  scars. 
The  view  is  important,  and  a  view  that  is  managed  to  enhance  near-native  plant  and 
wildlife  communities  is  the  most  attractive  to  me. 

I7H-2.      |  WHERE  ARE  THE  PRONGHORNS?   LETS  THEM  BACK  TOO! 

THANKS  FOR  LISTENING.   HOLD  FAST  TO  THE  NATURAL  ALTERNATIVE! 

NO  NO  NO  ON  THE  EAST-WEST  POWER  CORRIDOR!!! 


Yours  truly, 


<£H 


<^ 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER  174  (Bob  Ellis) 

174-1)  Thank  you  for  your  comments.  They  have  been  noted  and 
considered. 

174-2)  Pronghorn  currently  use  three  general  locations  within  the 
Bishop  resource  area:  the  Bodie  Hills,  Benton  Valley-Adobe 
Valley,  and  Hammil  Valley-Volcanic  Tableland-Long  Valley.  The 
CDF&G  and  the  Bureau  have  cooperated  on  three  separate 
introductions  of  pronghorn  since  1982  in  southeastern  Mono 
County.  Those  introductions  have  apparently  been  successful 
in  establishing  pronghorn  in  the  Benton  and  Hammil  Valley 
areas. 
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Appendix 


Rancheria  Gulch. 


Appendix  7 

List  of  Comment  Letters  Represented  by 

Letters  Reprinted  in  Chapter  5 


LETTER  1  -  LETTERS  SUPPORTING  WILD  AND  SCENIC  RIVERS 


Letter  Number 


Commentor 


City 


1-43 

Linda  Aal 

Santa  Clara 

1-20 

Jean  Anderson 

Santa  Rosa 

1-74 

Virginia  Angstadt 

Whittier 

1-14 

Scott  Armstrong 

1-55 

Nancy  Atkinson 

Moreno  Valley 

1-40 

Anne-Marie  Babber 

Sonoma 

1-9 

Catherine  Batsford 

San  Leandro 

1-53 

Bruce  Berkowitz 

Sonoma 

1-46 

M.  A.  Bil 

Salem,  OR 

1-60 

Mark  &  Cindy  Bluethman 

Alta  Loma 

1-64 

John  Boesel 

Berkeley 

1-71 

Ann  Bourguignon 

Berkeley 

1-1 

Richard  Boylan 

Sacramento 

1-50 

Delored  J.  Braden 

Torrance 

1-76 

Evert  Broderick 

Reno,  NV 

1-77 

Jan  Brougher 

San  Francisco 

1-11 

Stephen  Brown 

Berkeley 

1-48 

Sherrie  Brubaker 

Sacramento 

1-47 

Charles  Brunfield 

Mill  Valley 

1-80 

William  W.  Buchman 

Los  Angeles 

1-32 

Juan  Byron 

Redwood  City 

1-39 

Donna  Case 

Belmont 

1-2 

Eloise  Chamberlin 

Bakersfield 

1-83 

George  Chapman 

Van  Nuys 

1-72 

Elinor  Cichrane 

Porterville 

1-5 

Rich  Cimino 

Pleasanton 

1-22 

Stacie  Clary 

1-62 

T.  M.  Cunnington 

Oakland 

1-67 

Suzanne  Dods 

Larkspur 

1-42 

Constantina  Economou 

Berkeley 

1-7 

Gordan  M.  Ehrman 

Greenbrae 

1-81 

Sabrina  Ellis 

San  Francisco 

1-31 

The  Marvin  Family 

Santa  Rosa 

1-52 

Cliff  Feldman 

Soquel 

1-33 

Mike  Fong 

San  Francisco 

1-34 

Christine  Fong 

San  Francisco 

1-57 

Suzanna  Forest 

Sebastopol 

1-54 

Michael  Germain 

Woodland 

1-23 

Daureen  Groper 

San  Anselmo 

1-30 

Mary  Hazelwood 

Mill  Valley 

1-82 

John  Helin 

Santa  Barbara 

1-61 

Daniel  Hirsch 

San  Leandro 
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LETTER  1  -  LETTERS  SUPPORTING  WILD  AND  SCENIC  RIVERS  (continued) 


Letter  Number 


Commentor 


City 


1-73 

1-28 

1-51 

1-24 

1-19 

1-27 

1-45 

1-79 

1-66 

1-37 

1-49 

1-75 

1-68 

1-17 

1-6 

1-3 

1-21 

1-10 

1-41 

1-4 

1-65 

1-35 

1-63 

1-12 

1-13 

1-38 

1-59 

1-29 

1-78 

1-36 

1-15 

1-56 

1-70 

1-26 

1-58 

1-18 

1-8 

1-16 

1-69 

1-25 

1-44 


H.  C.  Jarjeank 
Betty  &  David  Johnson 
Sue  Jorjorian 
Gary  Kapler 
Lois  Kiebeen 
Carole  Kuoahata 
Jessie  Lawson 
William  Levine 
Geoffrey  Marshall 
Elliotte  Mau 
Laurie  McCann 
John  R.  Y  Millar 
Dan  H.  Millis 
Maureen  Mitchell-Wise 
Osmond  Molarsky 
E.  J.  Nervik 
Adrienne  Pauly 
Gerry  M.  Reece 
Elaine  Rhinehart 
Betty  Rosin 
Dinah  Russell 
Dr.  David  L  Schneider 
Marty  Sochet 
Amy  Solso 
J.  M.  Stallard 
Barbara  Stevens 
Richard  Terra 
Annette  Thompson 
Philip  Tymon 
Samuel  Valdez 
Darrelle  Vecchie 
Deborah  Venzi 
Catherine  Walling 
Mark  Watt 
Sarah  White 
John  Williams 
Donald  Williams 
Ruth  Wilson 
Joann  Winker 
Paul  Wuef 
Dorothy  Zinky 


Twin  Peaks 

Novato 

Sierra  City 

San  Francisco 

Palo  Alto 

San  Jose 

Belmont 

San  Rafael 

Oakland 

San  Francisco 

Sacramento 

Orinda 

Westlake  Village 

Berkeley 

Ross 

Sacramento 

San  Francisco 

Sacramento 

Piedmont 

Bishop 

Berkeley 

Berkeley 

Lafayette 

Redding 

Ridgecrest 

Daly  City 

Oakland 

Oakland 

Sebastopo! 

San  Francisco 

Lafayette 

Richmond 

Berkeley 
Penn  Valley 
Concord 
San  Francisco 
San  Francisco 
Sacramento 
Petaluma 
Los  Altos 


LETTER  28  -  LETTERS  GENERATED  BY  A  "DESERT  SURVIVORS"  FLYER 


Letter  Number 


Commentor 


City 


28-7 

Robert  Armstrong 

28-3 

Eckhart  Beatty 

28-12 

Fred  Beddall 

28-18 

Alan  Carlton 

Oakland 
San  Francisco 
Oakland 
Piedmont 
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LETTER  28  -  LETTERS  GENERATED  BY  A  "DESERT  SURVIVORS"  FLYER  (continued) 


Letter  Number 


Commentor 


City 


28-20 

Bob  DeNike 

Pittsburg 

28-15 

T.  A.  Dungan 

Berkeley 

28-17 

Robert  Euangeuith 

Grass  Valley 

28-22 

Rochelle  Gerratt 

El  Cerrito 

28-9 

Martha  Gilchrist 

Lone  Pine 

28-16 

Dr.  &  Mrs.  John  Graham 

Hillborough 

28-23 

Teresa  Ann  Gula 

Martinez 

28-13 

George  &  Glenna  Houle 

Stanford 

28-21 

Lillian  Kocher 

San  Rafael 

28-4 

Peter  Metropulos 

Belmont 

28-24 

Carolyn  M.  Owen 

Lone  Pine 

28-5 

Stan  Peterson 

Wawona 

28-1 

William  Ruhland 

Orinda 

28-6 

Nancy  Sheehan 

San  Francisco 

28-19 

James  E.  Simmons 

Martinez 

28-8 

Mary  Kate  Spencer 

Menlo  Park 

28-10 

Steven  Thaw 

Morago 

28-2 

D.  Tomer 

Ludlow 

28-14 

Judy  Wickman 

Independence 

28-11 

Linda  Wills 

San  Jose 

LETTER  30  -  LETTERS  EXPRESSING  CONCERN  FOR  BODIE 


Letter  Number 


Commentor 


City 


30-36 

Jadelle  Aas 

Lee  Vining 

30-245 

Gayle  Alexander 

San  Francisco 

30-119 

Huxy  Allen 

Boulder  Creek 

30-40 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  Theodore  Allen 

Sparks,  NV 

30-177 

Jo  Ann  Alsup 

Placerville 

30-240 

M.  Jean  Anderson 

Pollock  Pines 

30-39 

Kathleen  Anderson 

Pasadena 

30-139 

Stephen  Anderson 

South  Gate 

30-209 

J.  M.  Anglin 

Sacramento 

30-268 

Gene  &  Joann  Angvicks 

Livermore 

30-157 

Marie-Louise  Ardini 

Pleasant  Hill 

30-133 

Helen  Ashford 

Culver  City 

30-241 

Briam  Auld 

Oakland 

30-210 

Pennie  Austin-Wilson 

Soulsbyville 

30-242 

Frank  Auten 

Tahoe  Paradise 

30-307 

Marge  Ayers 

Jamul 

30-79 

Don  Bachman 

Bozeman,  MT 

30-30 

Jean  Badraun 

Laguna  Niguel 

30-206 

Carl  &  Eugenia  Bernthal 

Indio 

30-7 

Russell  B.  Bishop 

Ventura 

30-250 

Jeffrey  D.  Black 

Berkeley 

30-217 

Patricia  Black 

Nevada  City 

30-311 

Carie  Bogner 

Vallejo 

30-70 

Mrs.  Chestly  Bonestell 

Carmel 

30-199 

Gerald  &  Orlou  Bower 

Plainfield,  OH 
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LETTER  30  -  LETTERS  EXPRESSING  CONCERN  FOR  BODIE  (continued) 


Letter  Number 


Commentor 


City 


30-213 

Ms.  Beryl  Breave 

Meadow  Vista 

30-62 

Mary  Breunig 

Berkeley 

30-167 

Windslow  Briggs 

Palo  Alto 

30-57 

Mark  Brittain 

Long  Beach 

30-194 

Stanley  &  Bernelda  Brown 

San  Lorenzo 

30-100 

Dorothy  Brown 

Sacramento 

30-201 

Marilyn  Brown 

Portola  Valley 

30-29 

Lloyd  Brubaker 

Ridgecrest 

30-32 

Wayne  Brunkan 

Ventura 

30-74 

Robert  Burtness 

Santa  Barbara 

30-315 

Rex  &  Diane  Butler 

San  Bruno 

30-218 

C.  Buckmeyer 

Simi  Valley 

30-310 

Tom  Camary 

Mill  Valley 

30-105 

Alexander  &  David  Campbell 

Jamal 

30-186 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  Robert  Campbell 

San  Francisco 

30-248 

Steven  B.  Capps 

Beaverton,  OR 

30-280 

Jeane  Carr 

Placerville 

30-238 

William  Carrick 

Ontario 

30-166 

Jean  Carroll 

Carlsbad 

30-251 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  Walter  Casazza 

Healdsburg 

30-89 

June  Chambers 

San  Jose 

30-263 

Jeanne  Clark 

Alameda 

30-236 

Lois  Clashen 

Corte  Madera 

30-294 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  Ed  Colby 

Oak  View 

30-289 

Carol  Colip 

Fallon,  NV 

30-111 

Wayne  Cone 

Borrego  Springs 

30-85 

E.  Tyler  Conrad 

Buttonwillow 

30-279 

Annlee  Cooper 

Tarzana 

30-84 

Karen  Cotter 

North  Hollywood 

30-300 

Dr.  Amy  Coury 

Torrance 

30-187 

Dr.  W.  P.  &  Alice  Cox 

Santa  Clara 

30-140 

Joshua  Crain 

Cedar  Glen 

30-77 

Carolyn  Crawford 

Lee  Vining 

30-94 

Catherine  Culver 

Sacramento 

30-149 

H.  Lee  Mc  Cumber 

San  Diego 

30-138 

Bob  Cumming 

Garden  Grove 

30-22 

Patty  Cumming 

Garden  Grove 

30-134 

Deborah  Curtis 

Lodi 

30-208 

Bob  &  Chris  Cuyler 

Granada  Hills 

30-269 

Arthur  Najara,  D.D.S. 

Santa  Barbara 

30-9 

Grace  &  Ed  Danner 

Santa  Barbara 

30-150 

Mrs.  Judith  Daponte 

Rancho  Palos  Verdes 

30-253 

Joan  Davidson 

San  Francisco 

30-8 

Don  M.  Deck 

Lone  Pine 

30-5 

Franf  G.  Delfino 

Castro  Valley 

30-158 

Dydia  DeLyser 

Los  Angeles 

30-83 

Sara  Denzler 

Sacramento 

30-297 

N.  Derham 

Los  Gatos 

30-172 

Susan  DesBaillets 

Lee  Vining 

30-197 

Jane  Dixon 

Reno,  NV 

30-308 

Mark  Doehnert 

Oakland 

30-73 

Nancy  Donaldson 

Jackson 
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LETTER  30  -  LETTERS  EXPRESSING  CONCERN  FOR  BODIE  (continued) 


Letter  Number 


Commentor 


City 


30-42 

Gregort  Doose 

Mo  Valley 

30-234 

John  Eastman 

Escondido 

30-224 

Doris  Elliott 

Bridgeport 

30-87 

Michael  J.  Ellis 

Point  Reyes  Station 

30-124 

Brian  Ellison 

Crowley  Lake 

30-266 

Ethel  E.  Ellthor 

30-15 

Nancy  Eisner 

San  Francisco 

30-80 

William  Eubanks 

Sacramento 

30-265 

Dorothy  Ewall 

Carlsbad 

30-126 

Glenn  J.  Farris,  PhD 

Sacramento 

30-21 

Thomas  Feiereisen 

Mountain  View 

30-45 

Chuck  Fell 

Bridgeport 

30-71 

Harold  Fell 

Colfax 

30-114 

Willard  Felsen 

Benicia 

30-127 

Tom  &  Beatriz  Ferguson 

Pacific  Palisades 

30-290 

R.  Ferguson 

Jamul 

30-231 

Kenneth  R.  Fetherston 

Tahoma 

30-125 

Mrs.  Pat  Finau 

Punta  Gorda,  FL 

30-202 

Kathryn  Fleischman 

Altadena 

30-193 

N.C.  Flores 

South  San  Gabriel 

30-121 

Ann  E.  Foose 

Sun  Valley 

30-200 

Thomas  Ford 

Livermore 

30-239 

Jane  Foster 

Oakland 

30-24 

Rayanne  Francis 

Dayton,  NV 

30-249 

C.  L.  Franzel 

Placerville 

30-160 

Bob  Franzoia 

Sacramento 

30-109 

Mark  Freitag 

South  El  Monte 

30-31 

John  Frost 

Tracy 

30-156 

Paul  Gainr 

Los  Angeles 

30-277 

Michael  Gehman 

Los  Angeles 

30-189 

Victoria  Gibson 

Carmel 

30-118 

Roger  Gilbert 

Sacramento 

30-309 

Alan  Glover 

San  Jose 

30-169 

Debra  Golata 

Berkeley 

30-232 

Anita  Graham 

San  Pedro 

30-237 

Helen  Grandall 

Sacramento 

30-222 

Suzanne  Gratt 

Pollock  Pines 

30-221 

Richard  &  Joan  Greene 

Saratoga 

30-148 

Sylvia  Gregory 

San  Bruno 

30-318 

Barry  &  Sherry  Grivett 

San  Jose 

30-260 

Russell  Guiney 

Lompoc 

30-215 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  Chester  Hancock 

Sacramento 

30-153 

lone  J.  Harmon 

Bridgeport 

30-171 

Treva  Harrington 

Rolling  Hills  Estates 

30-2 

Jon  Harris 

Berkeley 

30-243 

Hefterich  Family 

Lancaster 

30-102 

Walter  Heil 

Yerington,  NV 

30-123 

Joe  von  Herrmann 

Murpheys 

30-168 

Mrs.  Jean  Hessler 

Taft 

30-183 

Susan  Hester 

San  Francisco 

30-286 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  Reginald  Hill 

Barstow 

30-312 

Lin  H.  Hines 

Navato 
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LETTER  30  -  LETTERS  EXPRESSING  CONCERN  FOR  BODIE  (continued) 


Letter  Number 


Commentor 


City 


30-25 

Judy  Hollins 

Ridgecrest 

30-37 

Susan  Hopkins 

Fullerton 

30-92 

Dennis  W.  Hornish 

Los  Angeles 

30-68 

Sallie  &  Mott  Hudson 

Los  Angeles 

30-44 

Eugenia  Hull 

El  Cerrito 

30-20 

Betsy  Lee  Isaacs 

Whittier 

30-146 

Jackie 

Sacramento 

30-267 

Joyce  Jacobs 

Yucaipa 

30-195 

Nancy  Jancar 

Mill  Valley 

30-174 

Fredick  Jee 

Borrego  Springs 

30-129 

Harold  &  Sis  Jesse 

Palos  Verdes  Estates 

30-184 

Kevin  Joe 

Elk 

30-60 

Marcia  Johnson 

Alhambra 

30-258 

Betty  Jones 

Rancho  Palos  Verdes 

30-152 

Pat  &  Herman  Jones 

Chicago  Park 

30-185 

Kirke  Jorgensen 

Riverside 

30-49 

Donna  Karolchik 

Santa  Cruz 

30-233 

Larry  Kelly 

San  Diego 

30-97 

David  Kent 

Menlo  Park 

30-198 

Roberta  Kerwin 

Oakview 

30-291 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  Clement  Keul 

Ventura 

30-227 

Phyllis  Kincaid 

Oakland 

30-144 

Walter  Kloefloy 

Menlo  Park 

30-17 

Joan  Knox 

Kelseyville 

30-10 

Kevin  Kormylo 

Garden  Valley 

30-281 

Pat  Kovac 

San  Leandro 

30-181 

Michael  Krasnobrod 

Sacramento 

30-38 

Arthur  &  Sharon  Kruse 

Dublin 

30-316 

Jean  L.  Rosenfeld 

Malibu 

30-75 

Mark  Langner 

Moss  Landing 

30-116 

Steven  Metz  &  Judith  LaRosa 

San  Francisco 

30-103 

Ed  LeBaker  &  Family 

Cupertino 

30-19 

Misha  Lee 

Whittier 

30-203 

Bruce  &  Nancy  Legnard 

Volcano 

30-90 

Constance  M.  Lehman 

Santa  Fe  Springs 

30-229 

Mrs.  Robert  Levison,  Jr. 

Atherton 

30-285 

Cecilia  Lewis  &  Family 

San  Jose 

30-164 

Phil  Lindsay 

Pacifica 

30-188 

Martha  Lipcombe-Anderson 

Richmond,  VA 

30-95 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  Charles  Lyden 

Folsom 

30-270 

D.G.  Baxter,  M.D. 

Los  Angeles 

30-244 

Robert  C.  Lukesh,  M.D. 

Orinda 

30-314 

Albert  M.  Pariani 

Novato 

30-264 

Mary  Macey 

San  Rafael 

30-141 

Robert  Macomber 

Tahoma 

30-1 

Margaretta  C.  Maloney 

Albuquerque,  NM 

30-211 

Sharom  Marovich 

Sonora 

30-306 

Steve  Marsh 

Redwood  City 

30-225 

Cindi  Martinoni 

Cameron  Park 

30-226 

Elaine  McAndrews 

Oakland 

30-271 

Dean  McCollom 

Santa  Cruz 

30-14 

E.  R  McElhany 

Burlingame 
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LETTER  30  -  LETTERS  EXPRESSING  CONCERN  FOR  BODIE  (continued) 


Letter  Number 


Commentor 


e% 


30-151 

Wendy  McElrath 

Sebastopol 

30-176 

Richard  &  Karen  McKee 

Running  Springs 

30-117 

Tim  Messick 

Davis 

30-81 

Enid  Meyer 

Oakland 

30-86 

John  Miller 

Palo  Alto 

30-110 

Winifred  Miller 

Fallbrook 

30-3 

Jean  Mills 

Seattle,  WA 

30-317 

Lois  Mills 

North  Hollywood 

30-178 

Lynette  Mizell 

Sacramento 

30-259 

Margaret  Morash 

Sierra  Madre 

30-223 

Brian  Moreno 

Whittier 

30-122 

Ron  Morgan 

Rancho  Cordova 

30-51 

Tom  Morgan 

Mission  Viejo 

30-205 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  Arthur  Morley 

San  Diego 

30-273 

Paul  Morse 

Seal  Beach 

30-219 

Richardson  Morse 

Los  Angeles 

30-192 

Joann  Moss 

Roseville 

30-196 

Melinda  &  Richard  Muraska 

Alta  Loma 

30-132 

David  Myrick 

Santa  Barbara 

30-162 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  Herbert  Nelson 

San  Diego 

30-63 

Robert  Neuhaus 

San  Francisco 

30-275 

Dr.  &  Mrs.  Ralph  Newton 

Livermore 

30-313 

Ruth  Niswauder 

Davis 

30-299 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  David  O'Kane 

Friday  Harbor,  WA 

30-301 

Phyllis  &  Murray  Olshan 

Sepulveda 

30-99 

Ermil  Osbourne 

Citrus  Heights 

30-11 

T.  Owen 

Sunnyvale 

30-23 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  D  Page 

Garden  Valley 

30-278 

Mrs.  M  Paladin 

Tarzana 

30-72 

Leo  Palmiter 

Sacramento 

30-115 

Betty  A.  Paris 

Lincoln 

30-108 

Diana  Petersen 

San  Jose 

30-216 

Mitch  Peterson 

San  Francisco 

30-55 

Dianna  Piersall 

Santa  Cruz 

30-112 

Rosemary  &  Jeff  Pietrowsky 

Lake  Havasu,  AZ 

30-78 

M.  Pisio 

30-96 

Richard  Pisio 

Dublin 

30-214 

Phyllis  &  Bob  Pitts 

San  Jose 

30-145 

Larry  Poag 

Turiock 

30-69 

William  Poole 

San  Francisco 

30-120 

Robert  &  Elizabeth  Potts 

Coarsegold 

30-4 

Bruno  V.  Pozzi 

Woodland  Hills 

30-207 

Bertha  Pressburger 

North  Hollywood 

30-46 

Connie  Price 

Coloma 

30-56 

Sheryl  Prien 

Sacramento 

30-159 

Chip  Bouril/Penny  Proteau 

Yountville 

30-190 

Leona  Pupick 

Bridgeport 

30-180 

Mike  &  Robin  Rain 

Fremont 

30-33 

Thomas  Rak 

Thousand  Oaks 

30-296 

Jack  Ramsdell 

Carson  City,  NV 

30-276 

Cherrie  Rasmusson 

30-254 

Ingrid  Morales,  CDA,  RDA 

Santa  Barbara 
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LETTER  30  -  LETTERS  EXPRESSING  CONCERN  FOR  BODIE  (continued) 


Letter  Number 


Commentor 


City 


30-66 

30-18 

30-256 

30-235 

30-58 

30-34 

30-107 

30-98 

30-302 

30-61 

30-282 

30-88 

30-67 

30-41 

30-262 

30-261 

30-113 

30-288 

30-191 

30-48 

30-128 

30-76 

30-147 

30-137 

30-257 

30-230 

30-50 

30-6 

30-182 

30-163 

30-161 

30-305 

30-303 

30-304 

30-292 

30-293 

30-12 

30-298 

30-154 

30-91 

30-247 

30-283 

30-287 

30-170 

30-93 

30-255 

30-27 

30-53 

30-101 

30-59 

30-228 

30-143 


Maurice  Read 

Sacramento 

Midge  Redden 

Truckee 

Sandra  Reeves 

Auburn 

Margaret  Richards 

Los  Angeles 

Debora  Richey 

Santa  Ana 

Martha  Rick 

San  Diego 

Carol  Rierdan  &  Family 

San  Diego 

Kurt  Rieser 

Shadow  Hills 

Robert  Riley 

Fullerton 

Jordan  Rinker 

Los  Altos  Hills 

Mrs.  M.  Rising 

Ventura 

Walters  Rivers 

Larkspur 

Ms.  Marion  Robus 

San  Francisco 

Christy  Rogers 

Palmdale 

Chester  N  Roistacher 

Riverside 

Kenneth  Rolf,  Jr. 

Yucaipa 

Brent  Rowett 

Sacramento 

Clyde  Rowley 

Yerington,  NV 

James  Rush 

Huntington  Beach 

Marilyn  Sachs 

Watsonville 

Ronald  Sachs 

Mammoth  Lakes 

Susan  Salmon 

Castro  Valley 

Ilea  Rose  Sanchez 

Baldwin  Park 

Robert  &  Shirley  Schmelzer 

Mariposa 

Judy  Schulman 

Pat  Seely 

Long  Beach 

Debbie  Semionyk 

La  Puente 

Schiermeyer  Consulting  Services 

Fountain  Valley 

Nancy  Shacklett 

Murpheys 

D.  H.  Sherman 

Ridgecrest 

Petition  w/1 5  signatures 

Sacramento  Area 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  Danny  Sisemore 

Ventura 

David  Sisemore 

Ventura 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  Dennis  Sisemore 

Ventura 

Mrs.  Glen  Sisemore 

Ojai 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  Richard  Sisemore 

Oak  View 

Julia  &  George  Sisler 

Santa  Rosa 

Marion  Siu 

Los  Angeles 

John  Slenter 

San  Jose 

Mrs.  Alice  Small 

Lafayette 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  Donald  Smith 

Las  Vegas,  NV 

Jeanne  Soliday 

Vallejo 

Susanne  Sommer 

Sacramento 

Wendy  Sparks 

Pleasant  Hill 

Jane  &  Jarel  Steckling 

Gustine 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  Daniel  Steinberg 

Paul  Stelhavey 

Gardnerville,  NV 

Karen  &  Michael  Stensgaard 

El  Sobrante 

Raymond  Stine 

Quincy 

Russ  Stockwell 

El  Cajon 

Walter  Stone 

Bishop 

George  Strauss 

Berkeley 
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LETTER  30  -  LETTERS  EXPRESSING  CONCERN  FOR  BODIE  (continued) 


Letter  Number 


Commentor 


City 


30-136 

30-64 

30-130 

30-155 

30-252 

30-135 

30-173 

30-16 

30-246 

30-179 

30-204 

30-28 

30-284 

30-220 

30-274 

30-142 

30-54 

30-106 

30-175 

30-52 

30-65 

30-165 

30-82 

30-272 

30-295 

30-212 

30-13 

30-131 

30-35 

30-104 

30-43 

30-26 

30-47 


Mary  Sturm 
Ira  Tainowitz 
Angela  Thompson 
Elaine  Torres-Pisio 
Helen  Trammell 
Lawrence  J.  Udell 
Judy  Walker 
Donald  Wallace 
John  &  Jane  Walstrom 
Given  Walter 
Marilyn  Walter 
Edmund  Wanner  &  Family 
N.  Warrey 
Gillian  Waters 
Brian  Weed 
Allen  W  Welts 
Maureen  West 
Howard  Whitaker 
Stan  White 
Nancy  Whitmore 
Alexa  Williams 
Nicholas  Williams 
Victoria  Wilson 
Lou  Winant 
Gordon  Wing 
Mrs.  A.  Winter 
Ellen  Wood-Grijabra 
Dr.  Edwin  D.  Woodhouse 
William  Woods 
Lucinda  Woodward 
Greg  Wranic 
Melinda  Wright 
Marjorie  Xavier 


Concord 

El  Dorado  Hills 

Dublin 

Brea 

Hayward 

Sacramento 

Los  Angeles 

Lakeside 

Camino 

Portola  Valley 

Westlake  Village 

Mariposa 

La  Canada 

Carmel 

Sacramento 

Tarzana 

Gold  River 

Cameron  Park 

Mammoth  Lakes 

Hollywood 

Tonopah,  NV 

Huntington  Beach 

Berkeley 

Kensington 

Vallejo 

Sierra  Madre 

San  Diego 

Monrovia 

Sacramento 

Long  Beach 

San  Pedro 

Hayward 


LETTER  41  -  LETTERS  ON  THE  MANNATT  TRESSPASS 


Letter  Number 


41-15 

41-7 

41-14 

41-13 

41-2 

41-16 

41-8 

41-9 

41-4 

41-11 

41-1 

41-12 


Commerttoir 


Jean  E.  Atwood 

Jack  &  Marilyn  Bracken 

Joe  Capello 

Ardyce  H.  Carter 

Donald  &  Loralee  Cole 

Mike  &  Robin  Conklin 

Lew  Crispin 

John  J.  Ellis 

Betty  J.  Fletcher 

James  &  Joann  Jennings 

Robert  E.  Mannatt 

Edmund  S.  Mather 


City 


Independence 

Independence 

Independence 

Independence 

Independence 

Bishop 

Lone  Pine 

Bishop 

Independence 

Lee  Vining 

Independence 

Independence 
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LETTER  41  -  LETTERS  ON  THE  MANNATT  TRESSPASS  (continued) 


Letter  Number 


41-5 
41-6 
41-3 
41-10 


Commentor 


City 


Willard  L.  Mather 
Kevin  McDonough 
Bessie  Poole 
Stephen  J.  Yancey 


Independence 
Independence 
Independence 
Lee  Vining 


LETTER  132  -  LETTERS  ON  WILDERNESS  AND  OTHER  ISSUES 


Letter  Number 


Commentor 


City 


32-12 

132-24 

132-32 

132-23 

132-29 

132-1 

132-33 

132-19 

132-2 

132-9 

132-4 

132-14 

132-5 

132-20 

132-15 

132-31 

132-22 

132-17 

132-7 

132-16 

132-10 

132-34 

132-27 

132-3 

132-25 

132-18 

132-8 

132-30 

132-26 

132-13 

132-28 

132-6 

132-11 

132-21 


Wayne  Anderson 
E.  N.  Anderson 
Lillian  Bieber  &  Friends 
Florian  Boyd 
George  Bridges 
Tom  Camara 
Ruth  Dyer 
Melora  Geyer 
E.  Alexander  Glover 
Dave  Harvey 
Tom  Hedges 
Karyn  Helfrich 
Mary  Ann  Henry 
Thomas  Leeman 
Elaine  Light 
Frances  Martin 
Terry  Maul 
Robert  McLaughlin 
Kelly  Moran 
Carolyn  Mosher 
Warren  Mrinson 
Bob  Randolph 
Marjorie  Ryall 
Daniel  &  Mary  Shaw 
Edward  Sherman 
Dan  Silver,  M.D. 
Mr.  &  Mrs.  Donald  Smith 
Ernestine  Smith 
Donna  Spotts 
Mary  Lee  Steffensen 
Georgette  Theotig 
John  J.  Ulloth 
Ms.  Jean  Vafeades 
John  Wullich 


Riverside 

Asheville,  NC 

Palm  Springs 

Sacramento 

Mill  Valley 

Lafayette 

Davis 

Atherton 

Lake  Isabella 

Berkeley 

Lee  Vining 

Ridgecrest 

Davis 

Bridgeport 

North  Hollywood 

Riverside 

Albany 

San  Mateo 

Mill  Valley 

Springfield,  MO 

Merced 

Sacramento 

Petaluma 

Penngrove 

Los  Angeles 

Las  Vegas,  NV 

Santa  Rosa 

Sacramento 

Fairbanks,  AK 

Tehachapi 

Sacramento 

Porterville 

San  Diego 


A7-10 


ndex 


Virginia  Creek  above  Conway  Summit. 


Index 


Acquisitions 

5-2,  5-9,  5-10 

Activity  Plans 

5-5,5-7,5-9,5-11,  5-12 

Allotment  Management  Plans  (AMPs) 

5-10,5-12 

Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs) 

5-5,  5-6,  5-7,  5-8,  5-9,  5-13,  5-14 

Benton 

5-1 ,  5-4,  5-5,  5-1 1 ,  5-18,  5-19,  5-20 

Bodie  Bowl 

5-5,5-6,  5-7,  5-8,  5-15 

Bodie  Hills 

5-5,5-10,5-12 

Bodie  State  Historic  Park 

5-6 

Bridgeport  Valley 

5-10 

Candidate  Species 

5-15 

Claim 

5-8,5-13,5-14 

Coleville 

5-3,  5-5,  5-10,  5-11,5-12 


Coordinated  Resource  Management  Plans 
(CRMPs) 

5-10,5-12 

Cultural  Resources 

5-5,  5-6,  5-7,  5-8,  5-9 

Desired  Plant  Communities  (DPCs) 

5-9,  5-10,  5-11,5-12 

Disposals 

5-2,5-9,5-10 

Environmental  Education 

5-9 

Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act 
(FLPMA) 

5-7,  5-8,  5-13 

Fire  Suppression 

5-7,  5-1 1 

Fish  Slough 

5-9 

Geothermal 

5-15,5-16 

Granite  Mountain 

5-15 

Habitat  Management  Plans  (HMPs) 

5-10 
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High  Desert 

5-4,  5-9,  5-21 

Interim  Management  Policy  (IMP) 

5-9 

Inyo  County 

5-3,  5-5,5-9,5-18 

Inyo  National  Forest 

5-16,5-20 

Land  Exchange 

5-9 

Limits  of  Acceptable  Change  (LACs) 

5-6,  5-7,  5-8 

Livestock 

5-2,5-10,5-11,5-12,5-13 

Long  Valley 

5-3 

Management  Area 

5-5,  5-10 

Mineral  Withdrawals 

5-5,5-7,5-14 

Mining 

5-2,  5-3,  5-4,  5-5,  5-6,  5-7,  5-8,  5-13,  5-14, 
5-18,5-19,5-20 

Mining  Law  of  1 872 

5-5,  5-6,5-7,  5-13 

Monitoring 

5-9,5-11,5-12,5-17 


Mono  Basin 

5-15 

Mono  County 

5-3,  5-5,  5-6,  5-9,5-18,  5-20 

National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA) 

5-2,  5-5,  5-6,  5-7,  5-11,  5-13,  5-16,  5-18, 
5-20,  5-21 

Notice  of  Intent 

5-1 ,  5-6 

Off-Highway  Vehicles  (OHVs) 

5-2,5-8,5-9,5-13 

Owens  Lake 

5-15,  5-17 

Owens  Valley 

5-4,  5-1 1 

Plan  of  Operations 

5-7,5-8,  5-14 

Recreation 

5-3,5-5,5-7,5-12,5-19 

Riparian 

5-9,5-11,5-12 

Seasonal  Protection 

5-8,  5-9,  5-15 

Semi-Primitive 

5-8,  5-9 

South  Inyo 

5-15 
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Southern  Inyo  Wilderness 

5-8,  5-16,  5-19 

Standard  Operating  Procedures 

5-11,5-12 

Surface  Mining  and  Reclamation  Act 
(SMARA) 

5-6,  5-14 

Toiyabe  National  Forest 

5-21 

Transmission  Line  Corridor 

5-16 

Travertine  Hot  Springs 

5-15 

Unnecessary  or  Undue 

5-6,5-13,5-14 


Utilization 

5-12 

Visual  Resource  Management  (VRM) 

5-5,5-6,5-7,5-13,5-14,5-15 

Watershed  Withdrawals 

5-2,  5-8 

Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 

5-18 

Wilderness  Study  Areas  (WSAs) 

5-8,  5-9 

Withdrawals 

5-2,5-5,  5-8,5-14 

Yearlong  Protection 

5-9,  5-11,  5-15 
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